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Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorpD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 
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KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly 
outstanding work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with tal- 
mudic study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just 
beginning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching 
them how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz wwx has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz w>v’x has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set 
and for the design of its very complex graphic layout. Thanks of a different sort are 
owed to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, for their 
determination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks to 
the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them the 
Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to all 
those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach 
organizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital 
support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they 
provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish 
education in the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi 
students sustain themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational 
training for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think of a 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The publication of tractate Nidda is another noteworthy achievement for the Koren 
Talmud Bavli project. With this, the first and only tractate of Seder Teharot, the Order 
of Ritual Purity, addressed by the Babylonian Talmud, we have reached a milestone: 
The completion of a new and unique translation of the Babylonian Talmud. 


Presenting the English-speaking world with a translation that possesses all the merits 
of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, the Koren Talmud Bavli provides 
assistance for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to 
become an adept talmudist. Beginning with Berakhot and continuing through Nidda, 
the team has brought excellence to every aspect of the daunting task of translating 
Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz’s masterful Hebrew translation of the Talmud into 
English. Rabbi Steinsaltz’s work is much more than a mere translation. It includes 
a coherent interpretation of the Mishna and the Gemara, and an expansion of the 
text that provides an array of intriguing marginal notes. Rendering this masterpiece 
into English called for talents that include biblical and talmudic scholarship, literary 
skills, linguistic expertise, editorial acumen, graphic and visual creativity, and most 
of all, teamwork and diligence. Congratulations to every member of the team are in 
order, and celebration of our achievement is well deserved. 


With the completion of this last volume, tractate Nidda, I thank the entire pro- 
fessional team for its dedication, diligence, and consummate skill. I express our 

gratitude to the Almighty for giving us the strength to persevere at this sacred task 
for the past several years. These years have been difficult ones for the Jewish people, 
and especially for those of us who dwell in Eretz Yisrael. But the difficulties have not 

diminished our ability to succeed in our goals. For that we thank the Master of the 

Universe. It has been a great privilege for all of us on the Talmud team to be involved 

in this enterprise. We hope these volumes will be a worthy tool for engagement with 

the Talmud, the most central text of our tradition. 


Students of tractate Nidda will be both informed and inspired. They will be informed 
about the laws of marital intimacy, and will be inspired by our Sages’ regard for the 
sanctity of the human birth process. As always, we consider our efforts successful if 
the reader comes away from the text a better person, and not just a better-informed 
person. For it is our contention that Talmud study fosters lifelong ethical develop- 
ment and a profound sensitivity to the needs and concerns of other human beings. 


We have now had the opportunity to survey hundreds of responses submitted by our 
readers. Naturally, these include constructive criticism and reports of errors that are 
inevitable in such an undertaking. We have systematically preserved such responses 
so that we can correct them in future editions. Indeed, we have already begun to 
do so for the initial tractates in our series. 


The most exciting result of our survey has been our discovery that “consumers” of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli are a remarkably diverse group. They range from beginners 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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who have never before been exposed to a blatt gemara, to accomplished scholars 
who have completed the study of the entire Talmud more than once. Beginners 
find our work not only a helpful introduction to Talmud study, but an impetus to the 
further study of rabbinic texts. Experienced scholars report that our work provides 
them with unexpected insights and fresh perspectives that enhance their apprecia- 
tion of texts with which they have long been acquainted. 


Like all the preceding volumes, the forty-second and final volume, tractate Nidda, 
includes the entire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of 
the famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core 
text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It also 
provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon 
the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can 
focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the 
next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual 
task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew 
edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier; 
the unparalleled creative efforts of the gifted staff at Koren; and the inspired and 
impressive administrative skills of Rabbi Jason Rappoport, managing editor of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli project. 


It is an honor for me to acknowledge the role of Matthew Miller of Koren Publishers 
Jerusalem in this historic achievement. Without him this work would never have 
begun. Its success is attributable to his vision and supervision. I owe a great personal 
debt to him for selecting me as editor-in-chief, and I am continually astounded by 
his commitment to Jewish learning, the Jewish people, and the Jewish homeland. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5779 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


The Koren Talmud Bavli concludes with its treatment of tractate Nidda, which delin- 
eates the laws of the menstruating woman, both in terms of ritual impurity and in 
terms of interaction with her husband. Nidda is the only tractate in the sixth and 
final order of the Talmud, Seder Teharot, the Order of Ritual Purity, addressed by the 
Babylonian Talmud. This order deals primarily with the sources of ritual impurity, 
the objects subject to ritual impurity, and the means of regaining ritual purity status. 


The Talmud begins with tractate Berakhot, the only tractate in Seder Zera’im included 
in the Babylonian Talmud, and concludes with tractate Nidda, the only tractate in 
Seder Teharot included in the Babylonian Talmud. These bracket the four interven- 
ing orders, Mo’ed, Nashim, Nezikin, and Kodashim, which constitute the bulk of the 
Babylonian Talmud. 


Well-known rabbinic sayings appear at the conclusion of both tractate Berakhot 
and tractate Nidda, sayings that are juxtaposed at the conclusion of the Ein Kelo- 
heinu prayer. At the conclusion of Nidda, the Gemara says: The school of Elijah 
taught: Anyone who studies halakhot every day is guaranteed that he is destined 
for the World-to-Come, as it is stated: “The ways of the world [halikhot] are his” 
(Habakkuk 3:6). Do not read the verse as halikhot; rather, read it as halakhot. 


At the conclusion of Berakhot, the Gemara says: Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Hanina 
said: Torah scholars increase peace in the world, as it is said: “And all your children 
[ banayikh] will be disciples of the Lord, and the peace of your children will be abun- 
dant” (Isaiah 54:13). Do not read: “Your children [banayikh],’ but: Your builders 
[bonayikh] (Berakhot 63a). 


The first tractate of the Babylonian Talmud and the final tractate of the Babylonian 
Talmud conclude with a common theme: Those who engage in Torah study, both 
those who study halakhot every day and those who are Torah scholars, have a 
constructive effect on the world. They positively affect their own lives, as they are 
guaranteed a place in the World-to-Come, and they positively affect their surround- 
ings, as they increase peace in the world. 


It is our hope and prayer that the Koren Talmud Bavli has contributed, and will 
continue to contribute, to bettering the lives of the individuals who regularly study 
halakhot from its pages, and that they, as Torah scholars, will in turn contribute to 
generating genuine peace in their immediate surroundings, among the entire Jewish 
people, and throughout the world. 
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My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a 
privilege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even- 
Israel and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of 
Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; 
while Koren Publishers Jerusalem constitutes the publishing side of this partnership. 
The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of the Steinsaltz Center, 
with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is renowned, is responsible 
for the exceptional quality of the Koren Talmud Barli in terms of both content and 
form. 


I would be remiss if I failed to mention the contribution of Raphaël Freeman, who 

guided this project from its inception and is largely responsible for transform- 
ing the content of the Steinsaltz Talmud into this aesthetic finished product, the 

Koren Talmud Bavli. He was succeeded by Dena Landowne Bailey, who facilitated a 

seamless transition and continued to ensure that the Koren Talmud Bavli lives up to 

the lofty standards that are the hallmark of Koren Publishers. Beginning with tractate 

Menahot, Tomi Mager assumed responsibility for the layout. She has proven herself 
a worthy successor to her predecessors in that role. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the 
editor-in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. Rabbi Jason Rap- 
poport, the managing editor, has added a dose of professionalism to this project, 
systematizing the work of the large staff, and it is thanks to him that the project was 
completed with efficiency and excellence. Rabbi Dr. Joshua Amaru, the coordinating 
editor, oversees the work of the translators and editors, and is largely responsible for 
ensuring the consistently high quality of their work. The contribution of my friend 
and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be 
overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. 


The staff of copy editors, headed by Aliza Israel, with Ita Olesker as production coor- 
dinator, pleasantly but firmly ensures that the finished product conforms to standards 
and is consistently excellent. The erudite and articulate men and women who serve 
as translators, editors, and copy editors generate the content that is ultimately the 
raison d'être of the Koren Talmud Bavii. 


I would also like to express appreciation for the invaluable contribution of the techni- 
cal staff. Without them, the jobs of the entire staff of translators and editors would 
be much more difficult. Thanks to Tani Bednarsh, Adena Frazer, Yaakov Shmidman, 
Shaltiel Shmidman, and Nava Wieder. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for introducing 

me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem Even- 
Israel, with whom it has been a pleasure working on this monumental project. I look 
forward to working together with him on additional projects dedicated to providing 
an ever-increasing audience greater access to the works of Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5779 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz w>wv’s created a revolution 
in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well as the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — to 
visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB W’X, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 

RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Nidda 


Nidda is the only tractate in Seder Teharot, the Order of Ritual Purity, for which 
there is a tractate of Gemara, in addition to its mishnayot, both in the Babylonian 
Talmud and a slim volume in the Jerusalem Talmud. The rest of the many and large 
tractates in this order have no Gemara written on them at all. The reason for this 
is that when the Temple was destroyed, the halakhot of ritual purity discussed in 
Seder Teharot became largely inapplicable. As the connection to the Temple and its 
concepts became increasingly distant, the necessity of studying Teharot correspond- 
ingly diminished. An exception to this trend is the study of the tractates in Seder 
Kodashim, which discusses the Temple and its offerings; the study of Kodashim can 
be understood as an expression of the eternal hope in the rebuilding of the Temple 
and of the redemption. The study of Teharot, which deals with the halakhot of ritual 
purity that are merely affiliated with the Temple, does not represent the same hope 
and indefatigable yearning. 


The exception within Seder Teharot is tractate Nidda, as the status of a menstruating 
woman includes two aspects: One is that such a woman assumes ritual impurity 
status and transmits impurity. Her touch disqualifies consecrated items and renders 
ritually pure items impure. This aspect is similar to the other halakhot of impurity 
discussed throughout Seder Teharot. The second aspect is the status of a menstruating 
woman as one with whom intercourse is strictly forbidden, to the point that a man 
and woman who transgress this prohibition are liable to receive the grave punishment 
of karet. Although the first aspect of ritual impurity is just as impractical as the rest of 
Teharot, this second aspect of forbidden intercourse remains as applicable as ever. It 
is therefore necessary to delve into these halakhot and clarify them in every respect, 
in order to establish the halakha in practice. 


This tractate deals not only with the halakhot of a menstruating woman, but also 
with a series of other related halakhot that have some connection to a menstruating 
woman. Many of these topics have no other corpus where they are elucidated in full. 
The halakhot concerning a menstruating woman are derived, in the main, from the 
verse: “And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood, she shall be 
in her menstruation seven days, and whoever touches her shall be impure until the 
evening.” (Leviticus 15:19). The subject closest to the case of a menstruating woman 
is a zava (see Leviticus 15:25-30). The discharge of ziva that applies to women has 
no medical similarity to that of a male zav. Whereas the ziva of a man is a specific, 
known condition with its own specifications, the ziva found in women is defined as 
the discharge of uterine blood not at the time of her menstruation. The status of a 
zava is generally even more stringent than that ofa menstruating woman, as a greater 
zava requires a longer period of time to attain a status of purity: Seven days during 
which absolutely no blood is found. In addition, she must bring offerings upon the 


completion of her purification period. 
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A different type of ritual impurity is caused by the flow of blood of a woman after 
childbirth. The Torah states (see Leviticus 12:1-8) that there is a specific period of 
time after childbirth when any blood that the mother discharges has the same status 
as menstrual blood. Following that period of impurity there is a period of blood of 
purity, during which any blood that she emits does not transmit impurity. Different 
periods of impurity and purity are prescribed in accordance with the sex of the baby. 
A woman after childbirth is also required by Torah law to bring offerings after that 
period of purity, and only after their sacrifice is she permitted to partake of conse- 
crated food and enter the Temple. 


In addition to these categories of blood that transmit impurity by Torah law, there 
are other types of blood that exit via the vagina that do not transmit impurity by 
Torah law. They are blood from a torn hymen and blood from a wound along the 
vaginal canal. These types of blood are free of impurity, but one is not always able to 
distinguish between different types of blood to determine if blood that is found in 
that area is impure, pure, or a mixture of the two. 


The Torah teaches what kinds of blood transmit impurity and which halakhot govern 

each particular type of blood. The discharges of these various types of blood are 
tangible, physical occurrences, and the ability to clarify and investigate physical 
phenomena is accessible to the experts of each generation. 


Nevertheless, due to the grave nature of these prohibitions, the transgression of 
which can entail the punishment of karet, the Sages throughout the generations 
have cautioned and safeguarded not only against clear prohibitions, but also against 
any cases of uncertainty. One result of such concerns is that even the examinations 
recommended by the Talmud were not always relied upon in practice if they led to 
lenient rulings. Some of these examinations entail fine distinctions between shades of 
blood, and at times even differences in form or smell, and these distinctions cannot 
easily be expressed in words. Therefore, there is always a concern that our expertise 
in these areas might be lacking, and the tendency is to err on the side of caution when 
rendering practical rulings. 


Tractate Nidda also analyzes the length of awoman’s menstrual cycle. There are seven 
days of ritual impurity status caused by any discharge of menstrual blood, whether it 
flows throughout the seven days or only on some of them. This is followed by a period 
of purity that spans eleven days in between each period of menstruation. During 
that time, blood that a woman emits is not considered menstrual blood. If she does 
experience bleeding, it is defined as ziva blood, to which a different set of halakhot 
apply. Although there may be differences in practice, this cycle of seven days followed 
by eleven days is a set system with regard to the various halakhot of a menstruating 
woman and a zava that is accepted as a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


These fixed halakhic definitions and established principles often become confusing 
when applied to real-life scenarios. Menstrual cycles are complex and irregular. This 
is true not only of women in general, but even with regard to each woman's individual 
cycle. Whereas some woman have fixed, immutable menstrual cycles, both with 
regard to the dates on which menstruation occurs and its duration, others have more 
sporadic, variable cycles that are unpredictable both with regard to duration as well as 
the dates on which menstruation occurs or does not occur. Time is of utmost impor- 
tance in this regard, as it is imperative to know in advance exactly when a woman 
may assume ritual impurity status and when she will have the presumptive status of 
ritual purity. As stated, there are no natural or fixed principles that can be followed in 
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all cases, and the issue of how to deal with differences between one woman and the 
next, as well as the variations within each individual woman, occupies a significant 
portion of this tractate. 


Another halakhic topic that has significant practical ramifications is with regard to 
blood stains. Many of the cases discussed in the tractate do not involve isolated blood, 
but rather blood that has been absorbed into clothing or found somewhere else. In 
most instances it is easy to verify the facts with regard to the source of a discovered 
blood stain and when it appeared. Yet, in many situations when blood is found 
absorbed in clothing or somewhere on the body, the time of its appearance and its 
origin are unclear. In such cases it might even be unknown whether the blood came 
from the body of a woman or from another source, such as an animal. Furthermore, 
even if it came from a woman, it may be uncertain whether it is uterine blood or 
blood from a wound found in the vaginal canal or from some other wound. 


Tractate Nidda discusses the halakhic implications of all these aforementioned 
types of blood. It largely discusses an aspect that is still applicable nowadays, the 
prohibition of intercourse, and for that matter, all forms of physical intimacy with 
a menstruating woman. Apropos of this topic, it also discusses matters that are not 
relevant nowadays, specifically the study of ritual purity as it relates to the status of 
a menstruating woman. 


There is one halakha that renders virtually obsolete a large proportion of the most 
basic halakhic concepts contained in this tractate. The Talmud refers to this halakha 
as the stringency that Jewish women accepted upon themselves, and it is considered 
by the authorities as the basic halakha. 


This stringency is that every woman who sees even the most minuscule amount of 
possible menstrual blood automatically assumes the ritual impurity status of a zava. 
In many cases there is no perceivable basis for this concern, but nevertheless it deter- 
mines all the relevant halakhot. Due to this accepted custom, there is no longer any 
practical significance to many of the details and discussions contained in this tractate. 


The tractate also includes lengthy discussions of the halakhot of childbirth. The hala- 
khot that apply to anormal childbirth are stated explicitly in the Torah. Yet, there are 
many questions with regard to irregular occurrences, such as caesarean births and 
various types of miscarriages, including instances where the fetus is deformed to the 
point where it does not have a human form. Another matter that requires clarification 
is the stage of pregnancy when a miscarriage is considered a full-fledged birth. The 
analysis of these issues is important both with regard to establishing whether any 
ensuing blood is considered menstrual blood, and for determining the purity status 
of the mother. 


Another detailed discussion in this tractate is the various stages that a child passes 
through on his or her way to adulthood. What are the external physical signs that 
indicate the stages of a developed youth, and which subsequent signs are indicative 
of adulthood? These definitions are important with regard to both the halakhot of 
menstruation as well as the obligation to observe mitzvot and the liability for punish- 
ment that come with adulthood. 


Nidda is considered one of the more difficult tractates of the Talmud. There are 
several reasons for this. One is that a significant portion of its discussions is either 
connected to, or entirely focused on, the halakhot of ritual impurity. As far back as 
talmudic times, the halakhot ofritual impurity have been considered one of the most 
complex systems of Torah law. The Rambam writes in his introduction to Teharot 
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that even if one were to review them many times, he would still be lacking in his 
clear understanding of these matters. This is partly because their basic principles 
cannot be logically deduced, which results in many discrete halakhot, each of which 
is apparently dictated by its own logic or internal rationale. 


Another difficulty in studying this tractate that obfuscates the basic reading of the 
text is that the Talmud often speaks in euphemistic terms, designed to mask material 
of a sexual or graphic nature. Metaphors, symbols, and analogies are often used for 
this purpose. Since the basic meaning of the words and the concepts in question is 
ambiguous, this can lead to difficulties in analyzing the text, both in terms of general 
ideas and with regard to the halakhic ramifications. 


The vast majority of the tractate deals with the clarification of halakhic principles and 
how they may be applied. In addition, it also contains a certain amount of aggadic 
literature. In most cases the aggadic passages are closely related to the main topics of 
the tractate. Some are cited in order to help clarify ideas or situations, while others 
teach proper ethical behavior or delve into spiritual matters connected to the main 
discussion. 


Tractate Nidda contains ten chapters. A single chapter might deal entirely with one 
topic, or a topic might span across more than one chapter. Likewise, there are chap- 
ters that focus on varied topics. 


Chapter One discusses the point at which a menstruating woman transmits ritual 
impurity due to uncertainty. It also addresses the issue of which women are consid- 
ered either temporarily or permanently pure due to their suspended menstruation. 


Chapter Two deals with the ways in which a menstruating woman performs her 
self-examinations, as well as the various shades of blood that cause a woman to have 
the status of a menstruating woman. 


The main topic of Chapter Three is miscarriages. The chapter defines what is consid- 
ered to be a fully formed fetus and what is only an incomplete sac. 


Chapter Four addresses two central topics: One is the halakhot of menstruation as 
they apply to Cuthean, Sadducee, and gentile women. The other is the menstruation 
or ziva status of a woman who is having difficulty giving birth and discharges blood 
for a substantial period of time. 


Chapter Five continues with the previous topics, but its main focus is the stages at 
which girls and boys pass into adulthood. 


Chapter Six further analyzes these topics, although it mostly contains a collection 
of varied halakhot and topics gathered together not due to their content, but due to 
their similar structure and style. 


Chapter Seven deals with categories of ritual impurity for which wetness or dryness 
makes a difference. It also discusses the halakhot of impurity with regard to Cutheans. 


Chapter Eight focuses on the halakhot of blood stains found on a woman's clothing 
or skin. It defines which stains cause impurity and which are treated leniently. 


Chapter Nine discusses what to do when the origin of found blood is unknown. 
When is it assumed that the blood came from a certain woman and when can it be 
presumed that it came from other sources? In addition, the chapter explains how 
stains can be analyzed to determine if they are in fact blood or some other substance. 
This chapter also contains a discussion of the establishment of fixed menstrual cycles, 


whether they are based upon specific dates or upon particular physical phenomena. 
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Finally, Chapter Ten deals with a variety of topics, including bleeding from the torn 
hymen, examinations of various forms of ritual impurity where there is uncertainty 
as to the accuracy of the examination, blood of purity following childbirth, and the 
halakha of one who passes away in a state of ritual impurity. In addition, there is a 
discussion concerning a woman who engages in intercourse with her husband before 
she completes the full process required to attain ritual purity. 
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And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her 
flesh is blood, she shall be in her menstruation seven 
days, and whoever touches her shall be impure until 
the evening. 

(Leviticus 15:19) 


The Sages derived from the above verse that any woman who emits blood from her 
uterus becomes ritually impure, even if the blood never completely exits her body. 
Not only does she assume ritual impurity status from when she had the discharge 
of blood, but the Sages are concerned that she might have emitted blood earlier 
unawares. In this chapter, the Gemara discusses the length of time with regard to 
which she is retroactively considered impure due to this concern. Is it from the last 
time she performed a self-examination, or is it for a twenty-four-hour period? 


This issue of retroactive impurity is analyzed and applied to several categories of 
women who have different types of menstrual cycles. Some have fixed menstrual 
cycles while others do not. There are older women whose menstrual cycles have 
ceased, and young girls who have not yet started menstruating. There are also preg- 
nant and nursing women, whose cycles are suspended due to their current physical 
condition. The halakha of each of these classes of women requires clarification. 


With regard to the determination of the time for which a woman assumes retroactive 
ritual impurity, various external factors must be addressed as well. One of these is the 
requirement to perform internal examinations before and after intercourse. Another 
is the significance of a contraceptive absorbent cloth a woman placed in her vaginal 
canal prior to her finding blood, or if she was awake and aware to the extent that she 
would have felt the discharge at its onset. 


This chapter also includes a discussion of the ritually pure items that a menstruating 
woman had touched during the period of her retroactive impurity. Is there a dif- 
ference between sacred items and non-sacred items in this regard? Furthermore, it 
considers whether the location of the pure items at the time she touched them makes 
any difference, as the issue of whether an item is in the public domain or private 
domain is generally of great importance in cases of uncertainty involving ritual purity. 


Introduction to 
Perek | 
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Perek I 
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MI S H NA Shammai’ says: For all women who do not 


have a fixed menstrual cycle, their time is 


sufficient. Women who discern that menstrual blood emerged do 
not need to be concerned that perhaps the flow of blood began 


before they noticed it. Rather, they assume their ritual impurity 
status begins at that moment, in terms of rendering impure teruma 
and ritually pure items with which they come in contact. Hillel says: 
From examination [mipekida]® to examination, i.e., she assumes 
ritual impurity status retroactive to the last time she examined 
herself and determined that she was ritually pure, and this is the 
halakha even if her examination took place several days earlier. Any 
ritually pure item with which she came in contact in the interim 
becomes ritually impure. 
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And the Rabbis say: The halakha is neither in accordance with the 
statement of this tanna nor in accordance with the statement of 
that tanna; rather, the principle is: A twenty-four-hour period" 
reduces the time from examination to examination." In other 
words, if her final self-examination took place more than twenty- 


four hours earlier, she need only concern herself with ritual impurity 
for the twenty-four-hour period prior to discerning the blood. 
And from examination to examination reduces the time from a 
twenty-four-hour period. In other words, if she examined herself 
in the course of the previous day and discovered no blood, she was 
certainly ritually pure prior to the examination. 
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For any woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle [veset],"' and she 
examined herself at that time and discovered blood, her time is 
sufficient, and it is only from that time that she transmits ritual 
impurity. And with regard to a woman who engages in intercourse 
while using examination cloths [be’edim]" before and after inter- 


course, with which she ascertains whether her menstrual flow began, 
the halakhic status of such an action is like that of an examination, 
and therefore it reduces the time from a twenty-four-hour period, 
and reduces the time from examination to examination. 


A twenty-four-hour period reduces the time from examina- 
tion to examination - m-pps> mpan 1 by neyan ny) myn: 

A menstruating woman, a zava, a lesser zava who observes a 
clean day for a day she experiences a discharge, and a woman 
who recently gave birth, all assume ritual impurity status ret- 
roactive to the last time they examined themselves, or for the 
last twenty-four hours. For example, if a woman of ritually pure 
status who has no fixed menstrual cycle examines herself in 
the morning and finds herself clean of menstrual blood, and 

half a day later she examines herself again and finds menstrual 
blood, all the ritually pure items that she touched in between 
those two examinations are retroactively deemed ritually 
impure. Some note that this is only when she finds definite 
menstrual blood in her second examination and not in a case 


Fixed menstrual cycle [veset] - np: The etymology of this 
word is unclear. Some maintain that it comes from the Greek 
200¢, ethos, which means routine or custom. Indeed, in the 
mishna and for many subsequent generations, the word was 
used in this sense. Over the course of time the word has become 
associated with a woman's regular menstrual cycle. 


HALAKHA 


LANGUAGE 


of uncertainty (Mishne LaMelekh). If the last time she examined 
herself was two or three days previously, then only the ritually 
pure items that she touched in the last twenty-four hours are 
retroactively deemed ritually impure. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:4). 


Any woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle - ww nwy bs 
nD) at: A woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle who experi- 
ences a flow of menstrual blood at her fixed time assumes 
ritual impurity status beginning at that moment. She does not 
assume impurity status retroactively (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:4). 


Examination cloths [edim] - o’ty: There are two different ways 
in which this word can be vowelized. According to the way this 
word is vowelized here, edim, it is connected to the word for 
witness, ed, or the word for an adornment, adi (see Isaiah 49:18). 
Others vowelize it as idim, in which case it refers to a worn piece 
of cloth (see Isaiah 64:5). 


PERSONALITIES 


Shammai — »xav: Shammai, occasionally referred to as 
Shammai the Elder, was the counterpart of Hillel the Elder; 
they constituted the last of the pairs of Sages of the early 
tannaitic period, approximately one hundred years prior to 
the destruction of the Temple, at the beginning of Herod's 
reign. Hillel was the Nasi and Shammai served as president 
of the court. Despite the fact that they founded two schools, 
Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai, whose disputes continued for 
many years after their passing, they themselves disagreed 
with regard to only three or four issues. The difference 
between Hillel and Shammai themselves was mainly a dif- 
ference in character. Hillel related to himself and to others 
in an easygoing manner, avoiding conflict whenever pos- 
sible. Shammai, by contrast, took a more exacting approach, 
closely scrutinizing people's motivation and conduct. Nev- 
ertheless, it was Shammai who was known for teaching: 
And greet every person with a pleasant countenance (Avot 
1:15). Little is known about his personal life. He was appar- 
ently an architect or builder by trade, as he is described on 
several occasions standing with a builder's cubit, which was 
a common measuring stick, in his hand. 


BACKGROUND 

Examination [pekida] — 775: Some explain that in the 
context of the mishna, this word simply means: Examina- 
tion. Others maintain that here pekida has the connotation 
of remembering (see Genesis 21:1), as women must con- 
stantly remember to perform their rabbinically obligated 
self-examinations twice daily. Another connotation of the 
word pekida is that of counting (see Numbers 1:3), as a 
woman relies on these self-examinations in the course of 
counting seven clean days. 


— NOTES —— 
A twenty-four-hour period — nb Dyn: This expression, 
which literally means: From time to time, is understood 
by some commentaries as referring to the same time of 
day yesterday, i.e., a full twenty-four-hour period (Rashi; 
Rambam). By contrast, some geonim maintain that it means 
a twelve-hour period, which is the amount of time a couple 
is required to separate from each other close to the woman’s 
menstrual cycle (Responsa of the Geonim). 


A woman who engages in intercourse while using 
examination cloths - wwa nwiawim: The Gemara’s 
final explanation (5a) is that the mishna is referring to the 
examination cloths used by both husband and wife. There is 
a variant reading of the text here: And she engages in inter- 
course while using examination cloths, i.e., every woman 
is required to examine herself with an examination cloth 
before and after intercourse. 
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HALAKHA 

A woman with a fixed cycle counts her menstrual 
days only from the moment that she saw blood — mx 
mime w nywa wbx main: Although the Rabbis said that a 
woman who experiences a flow of menstrual blood not 
at the time of her fixed menstrual cycle transmits ritual 
impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period; she 
counts her menstrual days only from the moment that 
she experiences a flow of blood or a stain (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3). 
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Her time is sufficient, how so? If the woman was sitting in the 
bed® and engaged in handling ritually pure items, and she left the 
bed and saw blood, she is ritually impure and those items are 
ritually pure. 


Although the Rabbis said that a woman without a fixed menstrual 
cycle transmits ritual impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour 
period, a woman with a fixed cycle counts her menstrual days only 


from the moment that she saw blood." 
GE M A The mishna teaches that when a woman 
discerns that her menstrual blood emerged, 
Shammai holds that her impurity status starts from that moment, 
while Hillel maintains that it begins from the time of her most recent 
self-examination. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the 
opinion of Shammai? The Gemara answers: Shammai holds that 
as there is a principle that when the status of an item is uncertain it 
retains its presumptive status, here too: Establish the woman in her 
presumptive status, and a woman remains with the presumptive 
status of being ritually pure. And what is the reasoning of Hillel? 
He claims that when one states the principle: Establish an item in 
its presumptive status, that applies only where there is no weaken- 
ing in the presumptive status that is a result of the item itself. But 
in the case of awoman, 


BACKGROUND 


Bed — mgn: In talmudic times, the bed was used for other pur- 
poses besides sleeping, consequently it was an important piece 
of furniture in the house. A typical bed was rectangular and stood 
on legs. Some had four additional bed-frame posts, and others 
had two bed poles, which were used to create a structure for a 
tent-like covering over the bed. 


Terracotta bed, third century BCE 
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since it is her nature to see blood flow from her body" at regular 
intervals, we do not say: Establish her in her presumptive status 
of ritual purity." Her body is constantly changing, and therefore she 
has no such presumptive status. 


NOTES 


Since it is her nature to see blood flow from her body — }¥3 
samp ADWAT: Various explanations are given for this statement. 
Some say that it means that a woman is prone to experience 
menstruation (Rashi) or that she regularly experiences menstrua- 
ion (Tosefot Rid) and therefore she has no presumptive status of 
purity. Later authorities note that this reasoning applies even 
o a woman who has no fixed menstrual cycle (Noda BiYehuda). 
Others maintain that she has no presumptive status of ritual 
purity, as the menstrual blood is always lying dormant within 
her body (Tosefot HaRosh). Yet others explain the phrase more 
iterally: Since her impurity comes from her body rather than 
rom an external source, she has no presumptive status of purity 
(Beit HaLevi). 


We do not say: Establish her in her presumptive status of 
ritual purity — ANPIN APN Vr xb: Some question why 
this halakha is determined by the woman's status of impurity and 
not the presumed status of purity of the items that she touched? 
They answer that since the variable in question is the point in 
time that the woman's menstruation started, therefore the ritual 
status of the woman must first be determined, as the status of the 
items is dependent upon her (Tosefot HaRosh; Tosefot Rid; Mayim 
Amukim, Yosef Da‘at). 
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With regard to the opinions of both Shammai and Hillel, the 
Gemara asks: And in what way is this case different from that of a 
ritual bath? As we learned in a mishna (Mikvaot 2:2): In the case 
ofa ritual bath that was known to have contained the requisite forty 
sea, which was then measured and found lacking" in its quantity 
of water, all pure items that had been rendered pure in it, i.e., any 
impure items that had been purified through immersion in this 
ritual bath, retroactive to when the ritual bath was last measured, 
whether this ritual bath is found in the private domain or in the 
public domain, are impure. 


The Gemara explains: According to the opinion of Shammai, the 
mishna poses a difficulty from its statement that the change in the 
ritual bath’s status is assumed retroactive to the time when it was 
last measured, as he maintains that a menstruating woman's status 
changes only at the present moment, not retroactive to the last time 
she examined herself. 


According to the opinion of Hillel, the mishna also poses a diffi- 
culty with regard to its ruling that the items purified in the ritual 
bath are deemed impure with certainty, whereas a menstruating 
women does not assume retroactive impurity with certainty. In 
other words, although according to the Rabbis there is a twenty- 
four-hour period of retroactive ritual impurity in the case of a 
menstruating woman," and according to Hillel the retroactive 
impurity extends back to her most recent examination, nevertheless 
any teruma that she touched during that period is not deemed defi- 
nitely impure to the extent that it must be burned. Rather, the 
impure status of the items she touched is uncertain and the status 
of the teruma is suspended, i.e., one may neither eat it nor burn it. 
Whereas here, in the case of the ritual bath, any item purified in it 
is retroactively deemed definitely impure. 


The Gemara answers: There, in the case ofa ritual bath, it is different, 
since it can be said: Establish the impure item in its presumptive 
status and say that it was not properly immersed. In other words, 
the presumptive status of the item as ritually impure is in keeping 
with the current deficient state of the ritual bath. The Gemara raises 
a difficulty: On the contrary, one should establish the ritual bath 
in its presumptive state of validity" and say that the ritual bath was 
not previously lacking the requisite measure of water. The Gemara 
responds: There is no presumptive state of validity, as the ritual 
bath is lacking before you, i.e., at present, and this offsets the 
presumptive status that it was full. 


NOTES 


There is a twenty-four-hour period of retroactive ritual impu- 
rity in the case of a menstruating woman - mnaw nyh nya: 

Some question why the Gemara refers to the opinion of the Rab- 
bis that a menstruating woman assumes impurity for a retroactive 
twenty-four-hour period when it explains its challenge to the 

opinion of Hillel, who disagrees with them. Rashi explains that 
the Gemara means to broadly refer both to the Rabbis’ twenty- 
four-hour period of retroactive impurity as well as Hillel's period 

of retroactive impurity that extends back to the time of her last 
self-examination. 


Establish the ritual bath in its presumptive state of validity - 
inpin by mpa Tayi: Based upon the Gemara's suggestion to 
affix the ritual bath’s status based upon its presumptive status 
of validity, some authorities maintain that once a ritual bath has 


been properly filled with its requisite measure of water, going 
orward it always has a presumptive status of validity and it does 
not need to be checked on a regular basis (Magen Avraham; Arukh 
LaNer). Others disagree and maintain that no halakhic presump- 
ive status may be affixed through human intervention. Therefore 
he human measurement that determines that a ritual bath con- 
ains its requisite measure may not be relied upon to create a 
presumptive status of validity and purity, and therefore the ritual 
bath must be regularly checked (Bah). Similarly they maintain that 
ritual fringes must constantly be checked to ensure their validity. 
Furthermore, there is an authority among those who are lenient 
with regard to the necessity to constantly check a ritual bath who 
agrees that in the case of ritual fringes, they must be constantly 
checked. Since this brief examination is easily performed one may 
not rely on a presumed status (Magen Avraham). 


HALAKHA 


A ritual bath which was measured and found lacking - 
ON NYAN TTA MMA: Ifa ritual bath was measured and 
found to be lacking i in the requisite amount of water for 
a ritual bath, anything immersed in it, going back to 
the time when it was last inspected and found full, is 
considered to be impure. It makes no difference whether 
the ritual bath was in the public domain or the private 
domain. This halakha applies only to severe categories of 
impurity; but with regard to lenient forms of ritual impu- 
rity, such as one who ate impure food, the individual 
remains pure despite the uncertainty, since this type 
of impurity is rabbinic in origin. The Ra'avad maintains 
that even by rabbinic law an individual who immersed 
in it to purify himself of a primary category of impurity 
remains impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 
10:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 201:71). 


BACKGROUND 


A ritual bath which was measured and found lacking - 
JON KYA) THAW MPN: A valid ritual bath must have 
forty sea of water in it. A sea is one-thirtieth of a kor, or 
the equivalent of 144 egg-bulks. Forty sea are the equiva- 
lent of eighty hin or 5,760 egg-bulks. The Talmud tells us 
that the dimensions of a ritual bath must be three cubits 
by one cubit by one cubit, and that its volume must be 
forty se'a. Consequently, according to the calculations 
of Rabbi Hayyim Na’e in Shiuri Torah, a ritual bath must 
contain at least slightly less than 332 liters of water, while 
according to the calculation of the Hazon Ish, it must 
contain at least 573 liters. 


Ancient ritual bath in the western Negev 
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HALAKHA 

If someone would inspect the contents of a barrel — my 
Mani nx ptia: Ifa person inspects the contents of a bar- 
rel and determines that it contains enough wine to sepa- 
rate teruma from it to exempt other untithed wine, and 
later he finds that the wine turned to vinegar, it is assumed 
that it was good wine for three days after it was initially 
inspected, and all the teruma separated during that period 
is valid. Any teruma separated afterward is in doubt and 
must be separated again (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 5:24; see Radbaz and Kesef Mishne there). 


LANGUAGE 


A bit [hagas] - p33: Some say hagas is related to the word 
gis, meaning a close relationship, i.e., the blood came out 
close to the present time, or it came out gently. Alterna- 
tively, it can sometimes mean large, which may be the 
case in this context as well, i.e., the blood accumulated 
(Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Barrel — man: Generally barrels were made of clay and 
used for storing food items. Sometimes they were used 
to hold liquids like oil and honey, or solids such as grains, 
olives, and figs, but their main purpose was for wine stor- 
age. After they were filled, they were sealed with a plug. 
Often an inappropriate or ill-fitted plug would lead to the 
wine oxidizing and turning to vinegar. 


Earthenware barrel with a plug 


Teruma — maA: Whenever the term teruma appears 
without qualification, it refers to teruma gedola. The Torah 
commands that “the first fruit of your grain, of your wine, 
and of your oil” be given to the priest (Deuteronomy 18:4; 
Numbers 18:12), but the Sages extended the scope of 
this mitzva, which applies only in Eretz Yisrael, to include 
all produce. After the first fruits have been separated, a 
certain portion of the produce must be separated for 
priests as teruma. 

Although the Torah does not specify the amount of 
teruma that must be separated, and one may theoretically 
fulfill his obligation by giving even a single kernel of grain 
from an entire crop, the Sages established a measure: 
One-fortieth for a generous gift, one-fiftieth for an average 
gift, and one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. One first separates 
teruma and then separates the other tithes. 

Teruma is considered sacred and may be eaten only 
by a priest and his household while they are in a state 
of ritual purity (see Leviticus 22:9-15). To emphasize the 
importance of this requirement, the Sages obligated the 
priests to wash their hands before partaking of teruma. 
This is the source for the practice of washing the hands 
before eating. A ritually impure priest or a non-priest who 
eats teruma is subject to death at the hand of Heaven. 
f teruma becomes ritually impure, it may no longer be 
eaten and must be burned. Nevertheless, it remains the 
property of the priest, and he may benefit from its burning. 

Today, teruma is not given to priests because they have 
no definite proof of their priestly lineage and because 
everyone today is ritually impure. Nevertheless, the 
obligation to separate teruma remains, and a minuscule 
portion of the produce is separated. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: Here too, in the case of a menstruat- 
ing woman, she is one who has experienced a discharge of blood 
before you, i.e., at present. Just as the ritual bath’s presumptive 
status of validity is offset by its present lack of the requisite measure 
of water, so too the woman’s previous presumptive status of ritual 
purity is offset by her present state of impurity due to menstruation. 
The Gemara answers: In the case of the menstruating woman, it is 
possible that it is only now that she saw the first emission of her 
menstrual blood. The Gemara retorts: One can say the same with 
regard to the ritual bath: Here too, it is only now that it became 
lacking in the requisite measure of water. 


The Gemara answers: How can these cases be compared? There, in 
the case of the ritual bath, it can be said that the water slowly trick- 
led out and consequently the amount of water was continuously 
diminishing.’ Therefore, it is possible that the ritual bath lost its 
valid status long ago without anyone realizing. By contrast, here, 
with regard to a menstruating woman, can it be said that she was 
continuously seeing menstrual blood? The Gemara responds: And 
what is the difficulty? The same possibility does in fact exist in the 
case of a menstruating woman, as perhaps she saw the blood depart 


bit [hagas ]' by bit. 


The Gemara states a different answer: There, in the case of the ritual 
bath, there are two factors that weaken" the suggestion that the 
items are ritually pure: First, the ritual bath is lacking at present; 
second, the item has a presumptive status of impurity. Here, by 
contrast, there is only one factor that weakens the possibility that 
the items touched by the currently menstruating woman were ren- 
dered ritually impure, i.e., that she is currently experiencing a men- 
strual flow. Therefore, according to Shammai she assumes impurity 
status only from that moment onward, and according to Hillel her 
retroactive impurity status applies only as an uncertainty. 


§ The Gemara asks: And according to Shammai, who holds that 
her time is sufficient and there is no retroactive impurity, what is 
different in the case of a barrel?® As itis taught in a baraita (Tosefta, 
Terumot 2:8): If someone would inspect the contents of a barrel" 
to see if it still contained enough wine to continually mentally 
separate teruma’ from it, i.e., to exempt other untithed wine of his 
until all the wine in this barrel will be teruma, and afterward the 
contents of the barrel were found to have turned to vinegar, which 
cannot be set aside as teruma for untithed wine, then for all of the 
first three days following his most recent inspection, it is definitely 
considered to have been wine. Therefore, any of the untithed wine 
for which teruma was separated during those days is tithed. 


NOTES 


There it can be said that the water slowly trickled out and the 

amount was continuously diminishing - on sony xD ONT 

XINI: The commentaries explain that it is normal for water to 

slowly seep out of a ritual bath and therefore one must assume 

ritual impurity retroactively. By contrast, in the case of a menstru- 
ating woman there is no reason to think that the blood emerged 

earlier (Ritva, citing Rashi). 


There are two factors that weaken, etc. — xmyrh TA KDI 
^3): Some explain that the ritual bath’s original presumptive 
status of validity is negated by the impure status of the item 
being immersed. The only status that remains is the ritual bath’s 
current status of invalidity, which is then presumed to have been 
in effect since the bath was last measured (Responsa of Rabbi 
Akiva Eiger; Penei Yehoshua on Kiddushin; Shev Shemateta; Yosef 
Davat). Others explain that it is not that the ritual bath’s current 


status negates its original presumptive status of validity. Rather, 
the ritual bath’s presumptive status is weakened by its current 
definite invalid state, and therefore we follow the presumptive 
impure status of the immersed item (Hazon Ish). 


If someone would inspect the contents of a barrel — tia my 
Mani nx: Some commentaries explain that it is sufficient to 
smell the contents of the barrel to ascertain whether it is wine 
or vinegar. According to this opinion, it is prohibited to taste it, as 
the liquid is currently untithed (Ritva on Kiddushin 79b; Rashbam 
and Tosafot on Bava Batra 96b). By contrast, Rashi maintains 
that the inspection is performed by tasting the contents. Some 
state that according to Rashi the mere tasting of untithed foods 
is prohibited by rabbinic law only, and since he is planning to 
separate tithes from the rest of the barrel, the Sages were lenient 
in this case (Responsa of the Rivash; Pithei Teshuva). 
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The baraita continues: From that point forward, i.e., more than 
three days after the most recent inspection, it is uncertain whether 
it had already turned to vinegar, and consequently any untithed 
wine for which teruma was separated during those days remains 
uncertainly tithed. This poses a difficulty for Shammai, who 
maintains that there is no such retroactive consideration in the 
case of a menstruating woman. 


The Gemara answers: There, in the case of the barrel, it is different, 
since it can be said: Establish the untithed produce in its pre- 
sumptive status, as when it first grew it was definitely untithed, 
and say it was not amended, i.e., exempted, and its status contin- 
ues to be untithed produce. The Gemara asks: On the contrary, 
one should establish the wine in its presumptive status, and say 
that it had not turned to vinegar. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: This is impossible, as it is 
turned to vinegar before you, i.e., at present. The Gemara replies: 
Here too, in the case of a menstruating woman, one who has 
experienced a discharge of blood is before you, at present, so 
what is the difference? The Gemara explains: With regard to the 
woman, it is possible that it is only now that she saw the begin- 
ning of her menstrual blood. The Gemara responds: There too, it 
is possible that it is only now that it turned to vinegar, but not 
earlier. 


The Gemara again answers: How can these cases be compared? 
There, in the case of the wine, it can be said that it was continu- 
ously turning to vinegar. Therefore, it is possible that the wine 
turned to vinegar much earlier without anyone realizing. By con- 
trast, in the case of the menstruating woman, can it be said that 
she was continuously seeing menstrual blood? Once again, the 
Gemara responds: And what is the difficulty? The same possibil- 
ity does in fact exist in the case of a menstruating woman, as 
perhaps she saw the blood depart bit by bit. 


The Gemara provides a different answer: There, in the case of 
the barrel, there are two factors that weaken the suggestion that 
the wine is tithed: First, it is vinegar at present; second, the wine 
has a presumptive status that it is untithed. Here, by contrast, 
there is only one factor that weakens the possibility that the 
items touched by the menstruating woman were rendered ritually 
impure, i.e., that she is currently experiencing a menstrual flow. 


§ And the Gemara raises a contradiction between the halakha 
of the barrel and that of the ritual bath: What is different here, 
in the case of the ritual bath, where the items are definitely 
impure, and what is different there, with regard to the barrel, 
where it is only uncertain that the produce remains untithed? In 
both cases the current situation, that the ritual bath is deficient 
and the contents of the barrel have turned to vinegar, should lead 
to a definite status. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Hanina of Sura? says: Who is the 
tanna who taught the halakha of the barrel? It is Rabbi Shimon, 
who, with regard to a ritual bath also considers it as a matter of 
uncertainty, rather than as definitely impure. Therefore, there is 
no contradiction between the two halakhot. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hanina of Sura - KYE KIN IY: Also known as Rabbi well-known scholar in his own right and is mentioned many 
Hinnana, Rabbi Hanina was a sixth-generation Babylonian times throughout the Talmud. 


amora. A colleague of Mar Zutra and 


Rav Ashi, he was a 
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As we learned ina mishna (Mikvaot 2:2): In the case of a ritual bath 
that was known to have contained the requisite forty sea, which 
was then measured and found lacking in its quantity of water, all 
pure items that had been rendered pure in it, i.e., any impure items 
that had been purified through immersion in this ritual bath, retroac- 
tive to when the ritual bath was last measured, whether this ritual 
bath is located in the private domain or in the public domain, 
are impure. 


The mishna continues: Rabbi Shimon says: If the impure items were 
immersed in a ritual bath that was in the public domain, they are 
deemed pure. But if they were immersed in a ritual bath that was in 
a private domain, the status of any teruma that touched them is 
suspended, i.e., it is neither consumed nor burned. Rabbi Shimon 
holds that even in the case of a ritual bath, the items are not retroac- 
tively deemed definitely impure. Rather the status is uncertain, just 
as in the case of the barrel. 


The Gemara explains their reasoning: And both tanna’im derived 
their respective opinions only from the case of a woman suspected 
by her husband of having been unfaithful [sota],® who is forbidden 
to engage in intercourse with her husband just like a definite 
adulteress. 


The Rabbis hold: This case of a ritual bath is like the case of a sota. 
Just as in the case of a sota it is uncertain whether she was actually 
unfaithful, and nevertheless the Torah rendered her like one who 
definitely committed adultery in that she is forbidden to her husband 
until she drinks the water of a sota; here too, in the case of a ritual 
bath, it is uncertain whether it was lacking the requisite measure of 
water and yet the Torah rendered it as though it was definitely lack- 
ing water, to the extent that teruma that touched an item that had 
been immersed in it must be burned. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If the halakhot of the ritual bath are 
derived from those of a sota, then one can say that it should be like 
the halakha of a sota in another respect: Just as a sota who is sus- 
pected of having been unfaithful in a public domain is considered 
pure, i.e., she does not undergo to rite of a sota, here too, any impure 
item that was immersed in a currently deficient ritual bath that is 
situated in a public domain should be considered pure. 


The Gemara answers: How can these cases be compared? One can- 
not apply the halakha of a sota in a public domain to any other case. 
There, the reason why a sota is treated as having definitely been 
unfaithful is due to her seclusion with another man. And as a proper 
seclusion in the public domain is not possible, she does not assume 
the status of a sota. By contrast, here, in the case of the ritual bath, 
the uncertainty is due to the lack of the requisite measure of water 
in the ritual bath. If so, what difference is it to me if the ritual bath is 
lacking in a public domain or if it is lacking in a private domain? 


The Gemara comments: And if you would say that the guiding prin- 
ciple in any case of uncertainty involving impurity in a public 
domain is that it is ritually pure, and therefore all items immersed 
in a ritual bath situated in the public domain should be pure even if 
there is uncertainty about its status of purity, that suggestion can be 
rejected, as follows: Since there are two factors that weaken the 
possibility that the items are ritually pure: First, the ritual bath is 
currently lacking, and second, the item has a presumptive status of 
impurity, it is therefore considered as an item of definite impurity. 
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After analyzing the reasoning of the Rabbis, the Gemara turns to the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. And Rabbi Shimon holds: This case of a 
ritual bath is just like the case of a sota. Just as a sota who is suspected 
of having been unfaithful in a public domain is considered pure, here 
too, any impure item that was immersed in a currently deficient ritual 
bath that is situated in a public domain is considered pure. 


The Gemara asks: If the halakhot of the ritual bath are derived from 
those of a sota, then one can say that it should be like the halakha of 
a sota in another respect: Just as a sota who secluded herself with the 
man in a private domain is deemed definitely impure, i.e., she is 
forbidden to her husband until she undergoes the rite of the sota, here 
too, any ritually impure item that was immersed in a currently defi- 
cient ritual bath situated in a private domain should be considered 
definitely impure. If so, any teruma that comes in contact with the 
immersed vessel should be burned. Why, then, does Rabbi Shimon 
rule that its status is suspended and it is neither consumed nor burned? 


The Gemara answers: How can these cases be compared? There, in 
the case of a sota, there is a basis for the matter. She is considered 
definitely impure, as her husband issued a warning to her about this 
particular man and she then secluded herself with him. By contrast, 
here, in the case of a ritual bath, what basis for the matter is there? 
Why should one assume impurity with certainty? 


And if you wish, say instead that this is the reason for the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon: He does not base his ruling on the case of a sota; rather, 
he derives the end of impurity from the beginning of impurity, i.e., 
he derives the halakha of the immersion of an impure item into a ritual 
bath from the halakha of the initial contraction of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara explains: Just as with regard to the beginning of impurity, 
if there is uncertainty whether or not a pure item came into contact 
with a source of impurity, if this occurred in the public domain it is 
considered ritually pure; so too in the case of the end of impurity, if 
there is uncertainty whether or not the impure item was immersed 
in a ritual bath with the requisite amount of water, the halakha is 
that if the ritual bath is located in the public domain, the item is 
considered pure. 


The Gemara asks: And how would the Rabbis respond to this claim? 

They would respond: How can these cases be compared? There, with 

regard to the beginning ofimpurity, the man who might have touched 

an impure item remains with the presumptive status of ritual purity. 
Consequently, we do not lower his status to one who has contracted 

ritual impurity merely due to uncertainty. Here, in the case of the 

ritual bath, the man who immerses in that ritual bath has the pre- 
sumptive status of ritual impurity. Therefore, we do not remove him 

from his status of ritual impurity due to uncertainty. 


§ The Gemara returns to its analysis of the mishna. Shammai said: 
For all women, their time is sufficient, i.e., women who discern that 
menstrual blood emerged do not need to be concerned that perhaps 
the flow of blood began before they noticed it. The Gemara asks: In 
what way is this case different from that of an alleyway?’ As we 
learned in a mishna (66a): With regard to the carcass of a creeping 
animal that is found in an alleyway," it renders any item in the alley- 
way ritually impure retroactively to the time that a person can say: 
I examined this alleyway and there was no carcass of a creeping 
animal in it, or until the time of the last sweeping of the alleyway. 


The carcass of a creeping animal that is found in an alleyway - 
‘212 XY YW: If one finds the carcass of a creeping animal 
in an alleyway, any item that was found there is considered ritually 
impure retroactively. This extends back to the last time that one can 


HALAKHA 


say he checked the alleyway and found it clean of creeping animals. 
Even if he had swept the alleyway in the interim, if he did not check 
it as well, the retroactive impurity still applies (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 18:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Alleyway — 1212: The alleyway mentioned in the 
Talmud is one that is open to the public domain 
and its walls are composed of the walls of court- 
yards or of houses that open into the alleyway. 
An open alleyway is one that leads to a public 
domain at both ends. Although it is widely used 
as a passageway between main streets, it itself 
is too narrow to be a public thoroughfare and 
is therefore not considered a public domain. An 
enclosed alleyway is one that at one end leads to 
the public domain and on the other side is closed 
with a wall. 


Open alleyway 


Enclosed alleyway 
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The Gemara answers: There too, one can explain: Since there are 
two types of carcasses of creeping animals that are likely to be found 
in the alleyway, creeping animals from the alleyway itself and 
creeping animals that came from the world at large, it is compared 
to a case where there are two factors that weaken the possibility 
that the items are ritually pure. Therefore, even Shammai agrees that 
in such a case the impurity extends retroactively back in time. 


And if you wish, say instead that this is the reason for the opinion 
of Shammai: Since a women senses within herself if she is expe- 
riencing a flow of blood, if she felt the flow only at present, it is 
certain that she did not experience a flow previously. And Hillel 
holds that she might have experienced a flow earlier while she was 
urinating and she thought it was all the sensation of her flow of 
urine. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Shammai, isn’t there the case 
of a sleeping woman, who would not sense her flow of menstrual 
blood? The Gemara answers: A sleeping woman would also sense 
her flow, and due to her discomfort she would awaken, just as it 
is with the sensation of the need to urinate. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty with regard to the opinion of 
Shammai: But there is the case of a mentally incompetent woman, 
who does not properly understand what she is sensing. She might 
have previously experienced a flow of menstrual blood that she did 
not notice. The Gemara answers: Shammai concedes in the case of 
a mentally incompetent woman that she is impure retroactively. 
The Gemara asks: But the mishna explicitly teaches that Shammai 
mentioned all women, which apparently includes even the mentally 
incompetent. The Gemara answers: When the mishna teaches: All 
women, it is referring to all mentally competent women. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But if so, let the mishna teach that 
Shammai’s opinion applies to: Women, rather than referring to all 
women. The Gemara answers: The inclusive statement: All women, 
serves to exclude the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. As Rabbi Eliezer 
said in a mishna (7a): There are four women with regard to whom 
the halakha is that their time is sufficient. This indicates that there 
are only four, and no more. Therefore, the mishna teaches us: All 
women, to include all mentally competent women, not only the 
four mentioned by Rabbi Eliezer. 


The Gemara raises yet another difficulty against the opinion of 
Shammai: But there is the case of blood stains. The mishna teaches 

(66a) that a woman who finds a blood stain is impure retroactive to 

the last time she examined her clothing and found them clean. Shall 

we say that we learned the mishna with regard to stains not in 

accordance with the opinion of Shammai? Abaye said: Shammai 

concedes in the case of stains. The Gemara asks: What is the rea- 
son? The reason is that she neither engaged in handling a slaugh- 
tered bird nor did she pass through a marketplace of butchers. If 
so, from where could this blood stain on her clothing have come? 
Since it must be from her last menstrual flow, Shammai agrees that 
she is impure retroactively. 


The Gemara suggests another analysis: Or if you wish, say that this 
is the reason for the opinion of Shammai: She is impure only from 
that point onward, as, ifit is so that there was any menstrual blood 
previously, it would have come out at the outset, i.e., at the earlier 
time. The Gemara explains why Hillel maintains that there is ritual 
impurity retroactively, in light of this analysis: And as for Hillel, 
he holds that the walls of the womb, i.e., the walls of the vaginal 
canal, held back the menstrual blood from leaving the body entirely, 
and therefore there might have been a previous emission from the 
uterus into the vaginal canal that was not visible on the outside. The 
Gemara asks: And how does Shammai respond to this claim? The 
Gemara answers: Shammai maintains that the walls of the womb 


do not hold back blood. 
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The Gemara asks: With regard to a woman who engages in inter- 
course while using a contraceptive absorbent cloth in the form of 
a wad that she inserts in her vagina at the opening of her womb so 
as not to become pregnant, what is there to say? In other words, 
how does Shammai explain why there is no retroactive impurity 
status in such a case, as it cannot be claimed that any previous 
menstrual blood would have flowed out earlier. Abaye says: Sham- 
mai concedes with regard to a woman who engages in intercourse 
while using a contraceptive cloth that she is impure retroactively. 


Rava says: Here as well, in a case where a woman engages in inter- 
course while using a contraceptive absorbent cloth, any previous 
menstrual blood would have flowed out, as the absorbent cloth 
does not hermetically seal the womb. The reason is that the cloth 
wrinkles due to perspiration, leaving space for blood to pass 
through. The Gemara adds: And nevertheless Rava concedes to 
Abaye that Shammai agrees that she is retroactively impure in a case 
where a woman engages in intercourse while using a tightly packed 
absorbent cloth. 


§ The Gemara suggested that the reasoning for Shammai’s opinion 
is that the woman would have felt any previous menstrual flow, or 
that any prior menstrual blood would have flowed out previously. 
Yet, earlier the Gemara suggested that his reason was that the woman 
retains her presumptive status of ritual purity. With regard to the 
explanations given for the opinion of Shammai, the Gemara asks: 
What difference is there between these versions and that version 
suggested earlier? 


The Gemara answers: The difference between them is with regard 
to the possibility of raising a contradiction’ between Shammai’s 
ruling here and the cases of a barrel, a ritual bath, and an alleyway. 
According to that version, that Shammai’s reasoning is based upon 
the principle that an item retains its presumptive status, there is 
room to raise these contradictions, as the Gemara explained. By 
contrast, according to these other versions, that the woman would 
have felt any previous menstrual flow or that any prior menstrual 
blood would have flowed out previously, there is no room to raise 
such contradictions, as those rulings do not contradict the halakha 
here, where a unique factor is relevant. 


The Gemara further asks: And what difference is there between 
this version, that any prior menstrual blood would have flowed out, 
and that version, that she would have felt any previous menstrual 
flow? The Gemara answers: According to Abaye, who maintains 
that Shammai agrees that a woman who engages in intercourse 
while using a contraceptive cloth is impure retroactively, there is a 
difference in a case where the woman engages in intercourse while 
using a contraceptive cloth. If Shammai’s reasoning is that a woman 
senses the emission of blood, in this case too it is assumed that she 
did not emit blood earlier. By contrast, if his reasoning is that any 
prior menstrual blood would have come out at the outset, it is pos- 
sible that the cloth blocked the emission of blood, and she already 
emitted blood. Consequently, she is impure retroactively. 


According to Rava, who maintains that blood can emerge even if 
the woman engages in intercourse while using a contraceptive 
absorbent cloth, there is a difference between the two interpreta- 
tions in a case where she engages in intercourse while using a tightly 
packed absorbent cloth, as such a cloth will prevent the blood from 
flowing out, but it does not affect her ability to sense an emission. 


NOTES 
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NOTES 


Don't you concede in the case of a basket — 7A x 
napa TMT: Seemingly, this case of a basket would 
present a question on Hillel's opinion as well, as 
although Hillel maintains that she assumes retroac 
tive impurity status, that is only out of uncertainty 
and not a definite status, as the Gemara explains later. 
The Ramban answers utilizing the Gemara's forthcom- 
ing distinction: Since a basket has a base, the previ- 
ously pure items are therefore deemed retroactively 
impure with certainty, while a woman has no base 
and therefore she is not deemed retroactively impure 
with certainty, as it is reasonable to assume that had 
there been a previous flow of menstrual blood she 
would have seen it. Nevertheless, Hillel’s question to 
Shammai is that although the woman has no base, she 
does have an anatomical shape that forms something 
like the rim mentioned later in the Gemara, which 
could impede a flow of blood; therefore if one agrees 
to render the pure items in the basket retroactively 
impure, one should agree that there is a chance that 
the woman had previously menstruated and render 
her impure due to the uncertainty. 


You will have caused the Jewish women to be 
derelict in the mitzva to be fruitful and multiply - 
spay mee bye nia Abwa: The commentaries note 
that if the imposition of a rabbinic safeguard would 
certainly lead to the suspension of procreation, Hillel 
would agree that the Sages would not enact such a 
safeguard, but in this case, such an outcome is not 
certain. Nevertheless, Shammai is concerned for this 
possibility (Maharik; Beit Yosef). 


HALAKHA 


The case of a basket — m51pa: If a basket has a base 
or even just a curved rim with no base, and in one 
corner one stored ritually pure items and found the 
carcass of a creeping animal there after he moved 
the items to another corner, those items are deemed 
ritually impure. If the ritually pure item was teruma it 
is not burned. This is in accordance with the Rambam’s 
interpretation of the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan later 
in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 17:2). 
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It is taught in a mishna (Teharot 4:4) in accordance with this ver- 
sion, i.e., that Shammai’s reasoning is that if it is so, that there was 

menstrual blood previously, it would have come out at the outset: 
Hillel said to Shammai: Don’t you concede to the following hala- 
kha: In the case of a basket™ that was used as a container for ritu- 
ally pure items, and those items were placed in one corner, and 

subsequently the carcass of a creeping animal was found in a dif- 
ferent corner of the basket, the halakha is that the items initially 
considered ritually pure are now retroactively considered impure? 

Shammai said to him: Indeed, that is correct. 


Hillel continues: And if so, what difference is there between this 
case of the pure items stored in the basket, which are now consid- 
ered retroactively impure, and that case of the ritually pure woman 
who experiences a menstrual flow, who is impure only from that 
point onward? Shammai answers: This one, the basket, has a base 
on which it rests, and therefore the creeping animal might have been 
there earlier unseen. That one, the menstruating woman, has no 
base, i.e., there is nothing to impede her menstrual blood from 
flowing out. Shammai’s response indicates that she is not retroac- 
tively impure because if she had experienced a previous menstrua- 
tion it would have flowed at that stage. 


§ Rava says: The reason for the opinion of Shammai that a woman 
who experiences menstruation is not deemed ritually impure retro- 
actively is due to the dereliction of the mitzva to be fruitful and 
multiply. If a woman is always deemed retroactively impure, she 
and her husband might abstain from engaging in sexual intercourse 
out of fear that she is already impure even if she has not yet experi- 
enced bleeding. The Gemara adds that this explanation is also 
taught in a baraita: Shammai said to Hillel: Ifit is so, that a woman 
is rendered retroactively impure as you claim, you will have caused 
the Jewish women to be derelict in the mitzva to be fruitful and 
multiply.” 


The Gemara asks: But according to the one who taught this version, 
i.e., Rava, there is a difficulty: Isn’t it taught in the aforementioned 
mishna in accordance with that other version, that Shammai’s 
reasoning is that if it is so, that there was any menstrual blood 
previously, it would have come out at the outset? The Gemara 
answers: There, in that mishna, it is Hillel who erred. He thought 
the reason of Shammai is that if it is so, that there was any men- 
strual blood previously, it would have come out at the outset. And 
therefore, he raises a difficulty against Shammai’s opinion from the 
case of the basket. 


And Shammai said to Hillel: You are mistaken. My reasoning is 
actually due to the dereliction of the mitzva to be fruitful and 
multiply. But even according to your erroneous reasoning that 
led you to raise a difficulty from the case of the basket, I have an 
answer for that as well: This basket has a base, and therefore the 
creeping animal could have been there earlier, unseen; but that 
menstruating woman has no base. 


The Gemara asks the reverse question: And according to the one 
who teaches this other version, that Shammai’s reasoning is that if 
there was previous menstrual blood it would have come out at the 
outset, isn’t it taught in a baraita in accordance with that other 
version, that Shammai’s reasoning is due to the dereliction of the 
mitzva to be fruitful and multiply? 


The Gemara answers: That baraita was recorded at a later point in 
their discussion, as this is what Hillel is saying to Shammai: Yes, 
the reason that you say for your opinion has merit, that if it is so, 
that there was any menstrual blood previously, it would have come 
out at the outset. Nevertheless, you should enact a safeguard for 
your statement and render her retroactively impure, as in what way 
is this case different from the rest of the entire Torah, where the 
Sages enact safeguards? 
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Shammai said to Hillel: If so, i.e., if she is considered impure retro- 
actively as a safeguard, you will have caused the Jewish women to 
be derelict in the mitzva to be fruitful and multiply. The Gemara 
asks: And how does Hillel respond to Shammai’s reasoning with 
regard to the mitzva to be fruitful and multiply? The Gemara explains 
that Hillel would answer: Although I rule that she is retroactively 
impure, did I say that she is forbidden to her husband and must 
therefore abstain from the mitzva to be fruitful and multiply? I 
said only that she renders impure any ritually pure items that 
she touched. 


The Gemara asks: And how would Shammai reply to this? The 
Gemara answers: Shammai maintains that even a safeguard that 
renders ritually pure items impure should not be imposed. The 
reason is that if it were so, the heart of a scrupulous husband might 
strike him with pangs of conscience over sins that he could trans- 
gress and he would separate from his wife, out of fear that she 
is impure. 


The Gemara provides a mnemonic’ for the ensuing discussions: A 
base; examined; covered; in a corner. It was stated: If one has 
a basket that was used as a container for holding ritually pure pro- 
duce, and those items were placed in one corner of the basket, and 
subsequently the carcass of a creeping animal was found in a dif- 
ferent corner of the basket, Hizkiyya says: That produce initially 
considered ritually pure is still pure. Rabbi Yohanan says: The 
produce initially considered ritually pure is now retroactively 
deemed impure. The Gemara asks: But how can Hizkiyya rule that 
it is pure? After all, don’t Shammai and Hillel agree in the case 
of the basket that the produce initially considered pure is now 
retroactively impure? 


The Gemara answers: When do Shammai and Hillel agree that all 
the produce is retroactively impure? With regard to a basket that 
has a base. In such a case, the carcass of the creeping animal might 
have previously been in the basket and it went unnoticed when 
one removed the pure produce items. When Hizkiyya and Rabbi 
Yohanan disagree, it is with regard to a basket that has no base, i.e., 
both ends were open and the basket was used while it was lying on 
its side. In that situation, the contents of the basket are emptied by 
raising one end, which causes all items inside to fall out. Conse- 
quently, any creeping animal that was found subsequently must have 
entered the basket only after that produce was removed, which is 
why Hizkiyya rules that the produce remains pure. 


The Gemara asks: If this is referring to a case where the basket has 
no base, what is the reasoning of Rabbi Yohanan for ruling that the 
produce is ritually impure? The Gemara answers: The basket has no 
base but it does have an inward-curved rim. Therefore, it is possible 
that the carcass of a small creeping animal might have been held back 
by the rim and remained inside the basket even after it was turned 
over. Rabbi Yohanan rules that the produce is retroactively impure, 
due to the possibility that the creeping animal might have been in 
the basket previously together with the initially pure produce. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: With 
regard to one who draws‘ ten pails of water" one after another, i.e., 
he draws out water in one pail and from it he fills another ten pails 
with water, and the carcass of a creeping animal is found in one of 
them, that pail of water is ritually impure but all the rest of them 
are pure. And Reish Lakish says in the name of Rabbi Yannai: This 
halakha was taught only in a case where the pail has no inward- 
curved rim. Consequently, its contents are entirely emptied each 
time it is overturned, which means that the creeping animal must 
have entered only this pail. But if the pail has a rim, all of the water 
that had been drawn is impure, as the creeping animal might have 
entered the pail earlier and the rim held it back each time the pail 
was overturned. 


BACKGROUND 


Mnemonic - pa: Because the Talmud was 
studied orally for many generations, mnemonic 
devices, or memory aids, were necessary to facili- 
tate memorizing a series of halakhot and the order 
in which they were taught. 


NOTES 


Isn't it taught in a baraita [vehatanya]: One 
who draws — noman IT: Some point out that 
since this source is a mishna and not a baraita, the 
Gemara should read: Isn't it taught in a mishna 
[vehatenan], and not: Isn't it taught in a baraita 
[vehatanya] (Bah). From the early commentaries 
(Rosh; Rabbi Shimshon of Saens) who ask why 
the Gemara chose to raise its question from a 
baraita as opposed to a mishna, the later authori- 
ties deduce that the correct reading is, in fact: Isn't 
it taught in a baraita [vehatanya] (Arukh LaNer; 
Kehillot Ya'akov; Yad Eliyahu). 


HALAKHA 

One who draws ten pails of water - Mwy aban 
D101 oa: In a case where one draws out water 
in one pail and from it he fills another ten pails 
with water, if subsequently he finds the carcass 
of a creeping animal in one of them, that pail of 
water is deemed ritually impure while the rest 
remain ritually pure. This is the halakha only when 
the first pail does not have an inward-curved 
rim. If it did have a rim, all the pails of water are 
deemed ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 17:1). 
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The Gemara explains the difficulty: Shall we say that Hizkiyya, who 
is not concerned that the rim of the basket might have held back the 
creeping animal, does not agree with the opinion of Rabbi Yannai? 
The Gemara answers that there is a difference between the two cases: 
Water is slippery, whereas produce is not slippery. In order to pour 
water out of the pail it is not necessary to turn it over completely. 
Therefore, the rim might hold back a creeping animal. By contrast, 
a basket must have one end fully raised in order to empty out all the 
produce it contains. In such a case Rabbi Yannai would agree that 
nothing could have been held back, and therefore the emptied 
produce remains pure. 


Alternatively, there is a different reason why one does not overturn 
a pail of water entirely: In the case of water, one is not particular 
about it, i.e., he does not mind if some is left over. Therefore he does 
not overturn the pail completely. By contrast, in the case of produce 
one is particular about it, so he raises one end of the basket entirely 
to ensure that every last piece of produce is emptied. Consequently, 
in the case of produce Rabbi Yannai would agree that even if the 
basket has a rim, all the produce remains pure. 


As an alternative to its previous resolution that Hizkiyya is discuss- 
ing the case of a rimmed receptacle, the Gemara suggests another 
resolution of the apparent contradiction between Hizkiyya’s ruling 
and the opinions of Hillel and Shammai. And if you wish, say: 
When do Shammai and Hillel agree? In the case of a basket that 
was not examined. Since he did not examine the basket when he 
placed the pure produce there, a creeping animal might have already 
been inside. Consequently, they agree that the produce does not 
retain its presumptive state of purity but is considered retroactively 
impure. 


When Hizkiyya and Rabbi Yohanan disagree, it is with regard to 
a basket that was examined." One Sage, Hizkiyya, holds that since 
it was examined before the produce was placed inside and was 
found to be clean of creeping animals, it is reasonable to assume that 
the creeping animal entered only after the ritually pure produce was 
removed. And one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that one can say 
that it is possible that when he removed his hand after feeling 
around to examine the basket, the creeping animal fell in. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t the case of a basket taught as being 
similar to the case of a menstruating woman? Hillel had cited the 
case of the basket as a difficulty with regard to Shammai’s opinion 
in the case of a menstruating woman. And since a woman is con- 
sidered fully examined, since she examines herself with examina- 
tion cloths twice a day, the other case must also be referring to a 
basket that had been examined. The Gemara answers: Since blood 
is commonly found flowing from her, as women regularly experi- 
ence menstrual flows, it is considered as though she were not 
examined. 


NOTES 


When Hizkiyya and Rabbi Yohanan disagree it is with regard in the case of basket found in a public domain, all agree that the 
to a basket that was examined — 79p3 pn an mpn wp d produce is pure, as the principle is that in a case of uncertainty 
pra: Tosafot point out that Hizkiyya and Rabbi Yohanan dis- with regard to impurity in a public domain, it is ruled to be ritu- 


agreed only about a basket found in a private domain. By contrast, ally pure. 
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The Gemara suggests another resolution of the apparent contradic- 
tion between the ruling of Hizkiyya and the opinions of Hillel and 
Shammai. And if you wish, say: When Shammai and Hillel agree, 
itis with regard to a basket that is not covered. When do Hizkiyya 
and Rabbi Yohanan disagree? With regard to a basket that is 
covered. The Gemara asks: If the basket is covered, how did the 
creeping animal fall inside? The Gemara answers: For example, if 
the basket is used by removing its lid. Hizkiyya holds that the 
creeping animal must have fallen in after the produce was removed, 
because as long as the produce was inside one would be careful not 
to allow anything else inside. Rabbi Yohanan is concerned that 
perhaps while the basket was uncovered a creeping animal could 
have fallen inside without one noticing. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t the case of a basket taught 
as being similar to the case of a menstruating woman? And just as 
a woman is considered covered, since no outside blood can enter 
her, so too in the case of a basket, it must be one where it is con- 
stantly covered. The Gemara explains: Since blood is commonly 
found flowing from her, as women regularly experience menstrual 
flows, it is considered as though she is not always covered. 


The Gemara suggests another resolution. And if you wish, say: 
When do Shammai and Hillel agree? In a case where the produce 
was stored in the corner of a basket. By contrast, when Hizkiyya 
and Rabbi Yohanan disagree, it is in a case where the produce was 
stored in the corner of a house. The Gemara expresses puzzlement 
at this suggestion: But the Gemara on 3b explicitly states that they 
are referring to a case of a basket. 


The Gemara explains that this is what the Gemara on 3b is saying: 
If one has a basket that was used as a container for ritually pure 
produce in this corner" of the house, and after the produce was 
removed it was subsequently carried to another corner, and the 
carcass of a creeping animal was found in the basket while it was 
in that other corner, Hizkiyya holds: The produce remains ritually 
pure, as we do not presume that ritual impurity moved from 
place to place." In other words, the impure creeping animal is not 
assumed to have moved from the first corner where the produce 
was kept. Instead, it fell inside while the basket was in the second 
corner, and therefore the produce that it previously contained 
remains pure. And Rabbi Yohanan holds: The produce is retroac- 
tively considered impure, as we do presume that ritual impurity, i.e., 
the carcass of the creeping animal in the basket, moved from place 
to place. 


The Gemara asks a question with regard to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan: And do we presume that ritual impurity moved from 
place to place? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Teharot 5:7): If 
someone touched one other person at night, and he does not 
know whether the person he touched was alive or dead, and on 
the following day he arose and found him dead," and he is uncer- 
tain whether or not he contracted ritual impurity from contact with 
a corpse, Rabbi Meir deems him ritually pure. It is assumed that 
the deceased was still alive until the point that it is known with 
certainty that he was dead. 


Hizkiyya holds: We do not presume that ritual impurity moved 
from place to place - nipa} nipan menw wpa x wap Mp: 
This dispute with regard to ritual impurity that moves from place 
to place does not apply in the case in the mishna of a menstruat- 
ing woman. The commentaries explain that the place in which the 


NOTES 


impure menstrual blood of a woman is discovered is considered 
its original location, because anywhere she walks her impurity 
goes with her. Consequently, she herself is the designated place 
of the impurity, and the particular locale in which she is found is 
irrelevant (Tosafot on 2a). 


HALAKHA 


A basket that was used for ritually pure produce in 
this corner, etc. — 13111... Na NI Ma wWanwaw TDP: 
When a basket was emptied of its ritually pure produce 
and subsequently the carcass of a creeping animal was 
found in it, if it has a base or if it has a rim, all the pro- 
duce that was stored therein is deemed ritually impure. 
This is the halakha even if the basket was thoroughly 
examined and covered with a lid, as the animal could 
have fallen in just as one was finishing his examination. 
Furthermore, even in a case where the basket was used 
to store produce in one corner and after it was emptied, 
it was placed in a different corner and there the carcass 
of a creeping animal was found inside, the produce is 
deemed impure, although teruma in that case would 
not be burned but rather held in suspension (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 17:2). 


If someone touched one other person at night... 
and on the following day he arose and found him 
dead - ng inym Daw anh...» toga ya: If one 
touched another person at night in a public domain, 
and he does not know whether the person he touched 
was alive or dead, and the following day he arose and 
found him dead, he is deemed ritually impure. This is 
in accordance with the principle that all ritually impure 
items are presumed to have been in the same state as 
they were at the time they were discovered (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 18:14). 
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HALAKHA 

At the time they were discovered — pyn nywa: 
The guiding principle is that in all cases of impurity, 
he items in question are presumed to have been in 
he same state as they were at the time they were 
discovered. For example, if one finds the carcass of a 
burned creeping animal, or a needle that was known 
o be impure but is now rusted or broken, touching 
ritually pure items, one should not assume that it had 
ouched the ritually pure items while it was impure. 
Rather, it is assumed that it had only touched them 
while in its current state of ritual purity (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 15:6, 10). 
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And the Rabbis deem him ritually impure, as it is presumed that 
all ritually impure items had already been in the same state as they 
were at the time they were discovered." Just as the deceased was 
found dead in the morning, so too, it is presumed that he was dead 
when he was touched in the middle of the night. 


The Gemara concludes its question: And it is taught with regard 
to this mishna: It is presumed that ritually impure items had been 
in the same state as they were at the time they were discovered, but 
only in the place in which they were discovered. In other words, if 
the corpse had been found in a different spot than he was at night, 
it is not presumed that he was already dead in the first spot, and the 
man who touched him remains ritually pure. If so, how can Rabbi 
Yohanan maintain that we presume impurity moved from place 
to place? 


And if you would say in response: This statement, that impurity 
is presumed only in the place in which it was discovered, applies 
specifically with regard to definite impure status, i.e., to burn teruma, 
but with regard to uncertain impurity, i.e., to suspend the status of 
teruma, we do in fact suspend its status and it may be neither burned 
nor eaten; is this distinction correct? Do we in fact suspend the 
status of ritually pure items in such a case, due to the concern that 
the dead man whom this individual touched might have already 
been dead in the first location? 


But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Teharot 3:5): With regard to a 
previously impure needle that is found on top of teruma and it is 
full ofrust or broken, and therefore no longer contracts or transmit 
ritual impurity, the teruma remains pure," as it is presumed that in 
all cases of impurity, the items in question had already been in the 
same state as they were at the time they were discovered? But why 
should that be the case? Let us say that initially, when it had fallen 
onto the teruma, this needle was a proper, non-rusty and unbroken, 
needle, capable of contracting and transmitting ritual impurity, and 
it is only now that rust had formed on it. The status of the teruma 
should at least be held in suspension. Rather, it is evident that the 
teruma is considered definitely pure and is not held in suspension 
due to the possibility that it might have become impure from the 
nail at a previous time or, presumably, in a previous place. 


And furthermore, we learned in a mishna (Teharot 9:9): If one 
found the carcass of a burned creeping animal on top of a pile of 
olives, and that animal no longer transmits impurity as it is burned, 
and similarly if one finds a tattered rag of a zav, which likewise no 
longer transmits impurity, on top of a pile of olives, the olives are 
pure. The reason is that it is presumed in all cases of impurity, the 
items in question had already been in the same state as they were at 
the time they were discovered. Once again, this demonstrates that 
when this presumption is applied, the item is considered definitely 
pure, and is not held in suspension due to uncertainty. 


NOTES 


All ritually impure items had already been in the same state 
as they were at the time they were discovered — nixava bs 
JY nywa: Some ask: Why doesn’t Shammai apply this principle 
to the case of a menstruating woman and say that the woman 
who discovers that she is ritually impure should presume that she 
was already in that state when she discovered her impurity? They 
answer that Shammai does not apply this principle here out of con- 
cern for the dereliction of the mitzva of procreation (Tosefot HaRosh; 
Gilyon Tosafot 2a). Apparently, they maintain that this principle is a 
presumption set by rabbinic law, as if it were by Torah law such an 
exception could not be made. 


Aneedle that is found full of rust or broken, the teruma remains 
pure — miny maw ix mdr medi neyo wma: Some explain 
that the case is where it is known that the needle had been ritually 
impure, but it is not known if it had fallen on the teruma while it was 
still unbroken and still impure or only after it was already broken, 


and therefore pure (Rashi). Others explain that it is unknown if 
the needle was at all ritually impure when it was in its proper, 
unbroken, state (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura). 


Ancient Roman needles 


Pa - [YD nywe wn 1D) 
IDN Dipan way pa a xbaph 
yw -pyyn DIpAI oe box 

won sna yaw xb 


sap JTA ATT aa by 193 A) 
ripe oxy 9 Dy as PANA N 
‘THT. -TVA PB ON NPI WOKS S 
DWY pis) 1V OTK DIK NKY 

mM 


pay pina KIW > nay canny TY 
my xb whys 137 Y) oW 


nina Dipa? why 
MOYO 1273 ONT 
Perek | 
Daf4 Amudb 


ow) DID) Tiny OTK” İK IK! 
vay 


XDK ITY” kD - 1D XBT 
IY PON -TYIT OTN PNT 
Wy xb - ma yr 


And if you would say that there is a difference between these last 
cases, where the items did not move, and the case of the basket that 
moved, this distinction is not correct. The suggestion is that in the 
last cases the items are treated entirely as if they had always been as 
they were at the time they were discovered, whether this leads to 
aleniency, as in the cases of the needle and the rag, and whether it 
leads to a stringency, in the case of one who touched someone at 
night, when he is considered to be definitely impure, but this is the 
halakha only with regard to the place where they were discovered, 
i.e. if they did not move. But with regard to a location that is not 
the place where they were discovered, we do suspect that ritual 
impurity moved from place to place, and therefore although we do 
not burn the teruma in question, we hold it in suspension. 


The Gemara refutes this suggestion: But didn’t we learn in a baraita 
(Tosefta, Teharot 4:3): There was a loaf resting on top of a shelf," 
and there was an item of light impurity, e.g., a garment of a zav, 
which transmits impurity to food but not to people or vessels, lying 
underneath it, and the loaf was later found on the ground. Even 
though the situation was such that if the loaf fell to the ground it 
would be impossible for it to have done anything other than touch 
the impure garment on its way down, nevertheless the loaf is pure. 
The reason is that I say that a ritually pure man entered there 
and took it" off the shelf and placed it onto the ground without it 
touching the impure garment. 


The baraita concludes: This ruling applies unless someone says: It 
is clear to me that no person entered there. And Rabbi Elazar 
says: This principle is necessary only when the top shelf is an 
inclined surface. In other words, even if it is very likely that the loaf 
rolled off the shelf and touched the garment on its way down to the 
ground, nevertheless it is assumed to be pure. This indicates that 
one does not presume that the loaf contracted impurity and then 
fell to the ground where it was found. Since such a possibility is not 
even entertained to the extent that the teruma is held in suspension, 
this demonstrates that in a case involving a movement from one 
place to another there is no presumption of ritual impurity at all. 


The Gemara explains that no proof can be cited from there, as that 
baraita explicitly teaches the reason for its ruling: 


The reason is not that one does not presume that ritual impurity 
moved from place to place, but because I say that a ritually pure 
man entered there and took it off the shelf and placed it onto the 
ground, avoiding the impure garment it would have hit had it fallen. 
When there is no such explanation, the principle that one presumes 
impurity moved from place to place does apply, e.g., in the case of 
the basket where the carcass of a creeping animal was found inside. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Here, too, let us say that a raven, 
which often touches creeping animals, came and threw the creeping 
animal into the basket when it was in the second corner, after the 
produce had been emptied from it. The Gemara rejects this claim: 
In the case of a person, who acts with intent, we can say that per- 
haps a person moved the loaf from the shelf onto the ground. By 
contrast, with regard to a raven, which does not act with intent, we 
do not say that perhaps it committed such a purposeful act. 
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HALAKHA 


There was a loaf resting on top of a shelf, etc. - by 133 
131977 aa: In the case of a loaf that was resting on top of 
a shelf and a garment that was impure with the impurity 
imparted by treading was lying underneath it, if the loaf 
is found lying on the ground, it is ritually pure, even if the 
situation was such that if the loaf had fallen it would cer- 
tainly have touched the impure garment on its way down; 
nevertheless, since it is found in a pure spot, it is pure. The 
reason is that one can say that a ritually pure person entered 
there and took it off the shelf and placed it on that spot 
without it touching the impure garment (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 16:7). 


NOTES 


That | say that a ritually pure man entered there and 
took it - Aden ow D33) vin DT TÄN IW: Some com- 
mentaries cite other cases where, ‘if vessels are found some- 
where other than the places they were left, the halakha is 
hat the vessels are deemed ritually impure, as it is assumed 
hat a ritually impure person moved them. Why is it that in 
his case it is assumed that a ritually pure person moved the 
oaf? Some answer by differentiating between those cases 
involving vessels and this case about a food item. In the 
case of vessels, which are able to be purified by immersing 
hem ina ritual bath, the Sages applied a stringent ruling to 
assume that they were touched by a ritually impure person. 
But in the case of food items, which have no possibility of 
being purified, they were lenient and assumed that a ritu- 
ally pure person had moved them (Sefer HaYashar, Tosafot; 
Ritva). According to this explanation, in a case with an 
earthenware vessel, which also has no possibility of being 
purified in a ritual bath, it would share the same ruling and 
one would assume that it was moved only by a ritually pure 
person (Maharam). 
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HALAKHA 


Uncertain impurity found in a private domain - p39 
“Yr MwA Axa: If one is uncertain as to whether or 
not he came into contact with an impure substance in 
the private domain, he is ritually impure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 15:8). 


Any entity that lacks consciousness in order for it to 
be asked -gwh ny7 ja pxw 131: An inanimate object, 
which lacks consciousness in order for it to be asked 
about a specific situation, or a person who lacks that 
knowledge, such as a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor, 
is presumed ritually pure in cases of uncertain impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 16:2). 


A twenty-four-hour period reduces the time, etc. — ny 
“oi neyn ny: A menstruating woman and a zava both 
assume ritual impurity status retroactively for twenty-four 
hours or extending back to their previous examination. 
For example, a ritually pure woman with no fixed men- 
strual cycle examines herself in the morning and finds 
hat she is ritually pure. If she then examines herself later 
in the day and finds blood, all the ritually pure items that 
she handled from the time of her most recent examina- 
ion that morning are rendered impure retroactively. If 
her second examination was not for another three days, 
all the ritually pure items that she had handled for the 
wenty-four-hour period preceding her second examina- 
ion are rendered impure retroactively (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:4). 


LANGUAGE 

Went beyond [hifriz] — 7: The root of this word is 
similar to the root peh, reish, tzadi, meaning to break 
through. It is also similar to the word perazot, which 
refers to unwalled cities that are open and accessible. The 
expression: Went beyond his bounds, is used in contrast 
to the phrase: Enacted a safeguard for his words. This 
phraseology lends itself to the imagery that while one 
person constructs layers of protection, the other person 
is busy breaking them down. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the ruling of the 
Tosefta: Now the status of this loaf found on the ground is one of 
uncertain impurity found in a private domain," and the guiding 
principle in any case of uncertainty involving impurity in a private 
domain is that the item with uncertain status is deemed impure. 
If so, shouldn't the loaf be deemed impure? The Gemara answers: 
No, as this is an entity that lacks consciousness in order for it to 
be asked, and the guiding principle is that with regard to any entity 
that lacks consciousness in order for it to be asked," whether it is 
found in a public domain or in a private domain, the item with 
uncertain status is deemed pure. 


And if you wish, say instead: That principle, that in any case of 
uncertainty involving impurity in a private domain the item with 
uncertain status is deemed impure, applies to a case ofimpurity by 
Torah law, whereas here we are dealing with ritual impurity by 
rabbinic law. The Gemara adds: The language of the Tosefta is also 
precise, as it teaches: There was a loaf resting on top ofa shelf, and 
there was an item of light impurity [madaf ] lying underneath it. 
The term madaf" is similar to that which is written: “A driven leaf 
[niddaf |” (Leviticus 26:36), i.e., a light item. Likewise, the Tosefta 
is referring to a light, or rabbinic, impurity. 


Q The mishna teaches: And the Rabbis say: The halakha is neither 
in accordance with the statement of this tanna nor in accordance 
with the statement of that tanna. The Sages taught in a baraita: And 
the Rabbis say: The halakha is neither in accordance with the 
statement of this tanna nor in accordance with the statement of 
that tanna. It is not accordance with the statement of Shammai, 
who rules that her time is sufficient and she does not need to 
be concerned that her menstrual flow started earlier, as he did 
not enact any safeguard for his statement. And is it not in accor- 
dance with the statement of Hillel, who rules that she assumes 
ritual impurity status retroactive to the time of her most recent 
examination, as he went beyond [hifriz]' his bounds with his 


safeguard. 


The Rabbis continue: Rather, a twenty-four-hour period reduces 
the time from examination to examination, i.e., ifher most recent 
self-examination took place more than twenty-four hours earlier, 
she need concern herself with ritual impurity only for the twenty- 
four-hour period prior to discerning the blood. And from examina- 
tion to examination reduces the time from a twenty-four-hour 
period, i.e., if she examined herself in the course of the previous 
day and discovered no blood, she was definitely pure prior to the 
examination. 


The baraita elaborates: A twenty-four-hour period reduces the 
time" from examination to examination, how so? A woman exam- 
ined herself on Sunday and found that she was ritually pure, and 
then she sat through Monday and Tuesday and did not examine 
herself. And then on Wednesday she examined herself and found 
that she was impure. In such a case we do not say that she should 
be impure retroactively from the time of this examination extend- 
ing back until the time of her most recent examination. Rather, 
she is impure retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period. 


The language of the Tosefta is also precise as it teaches 
madaf, etc. — 1319712 N77 1a NP: The Rambam writes that 
this section of the Gemara is not in the original Talmud. Rather, 
it was added by the savora’‘im, sixth-century Sages in Babylonia. 
It was originally added as a marginal note and was eventually 
incorporated into the text of the Gemara. With regard to the 


NOTES 


meaning of the word madaf, the Rambam writes that it is similar 
to the phrase: His odor spreads [nodef] (Berakhot 51a) (Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna). In this context of the ritually impure 
garment, this word is used to connote that the impure person's 
ritual impurity wafts through any layers above him and renders 
impure all garments that are on top of him (Maharatz Hayyut). 
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The baraita continues: And from examination to examination 
reduces the time from a twenty-four-hour period, how so? A 
woman examined herself in the first hour of a day and found that 
she was ritually pure, and then she sat through the second and 
third hours of the day and did not examine herself. And then at 
the fourth hour she examined herself and found that she was 
impure. In such a case we do not say that she should be impure 
retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period. Rather, she is impure 
retroactively from the time of this examination extending back 
until the time of her most recent examination, three hours earlier. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: This halakha is obvious. Since 
she examined herself at the first hour and found that she was 
pure, there is no reason to render her impure retroactively for a 
twenty-four-hour period. Why does the baraita state such an 
obvious halakha? The Gemara answers: Since the baraita taught 
that according to the Rabbis a twenty-four-hour period reduces 
the time from examination to examination, it also taught the 
parallel case, that from examination to examination reduces the 
time from a twenty-four-hour period, despite the fact that this 
halakha is obvious. 


Rabba says: What is the reason for the opinion of the Rabbis? A 
woman can sense within herself if she is experiencing a flow of 
blood. Abaye? said to Rabba: If so, her time should be sufficient, 
as there should be no concern that her flow began earlier. The 
Gemara explains: And Rabba did not in fact mean this explana- 
tion seriously; rather, he wanted to hone" the mind of Abaye. The 
Gemara asks: But if so, what is the real reason for the opinion of 
the Rabbis? 


The Gemara answers: It is in accordance with that which Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel says: The Sages instituted that the 
Jewish women should examine themselves twice each day, 
morning and evening." The morning examination is in order to 
render fit the ritually pure items of the night, i.e., any items that 
she touched the night before. And the evening examination is in 
order to render fit the pure items that she touched during the day. 


The Gemara continues its explanation: And this woman, since she 
did not examine herself in accordance with the rabbinic enact- 
ment, she loses the status of the ritually pure items she touched 
over the period [ona]! ofa day or a night. The Gemara asks: What 
is meant by: Period of a day or a night? Doesn't her retroactive 
impurity status extend back for a twenty-four-hour period? The 
Gemara answers: It means an additional period ofa day or a night, 
i.e, twenty-four hours in total. 


Rav Pappa says to Rava: But occasionally you find three periods 
of day or night within a twenty-four-hour period. For example, if 
she examined herself on Monday afternoon and finds blood, then 
the twenty-four-hour period extending back to Sunday afternoon 
includes three periods of day or night: Monday day, Sunday night 
and Sunday day from the time of her most recent examination, 
as these twenty-four hours do not fit precisely into two such peri- 
ods. The Gemara answers: The Sages rendered their measures 
equal, so that one should not differentiate between cases. In 
other words, they wanted to issue a uniform ruling that applies 
universally and therefore they established a set twenty-four-hour 
period of retroactive impurity, regardless of the circumstances. 


Period [ona] - miy: The literal meaning of this word is a fluctuating 
period of time. It is used in reference to the rainy season, for example, 
which can be long or short, depending on the year. In this case, it is 


LANGUAGE 
referring to a half-day period of either day or night. At an equinox, 
each period is exactly twelve hours. During the rest of the year each 
fluctuates based upon the sun’s rising and setting. 


he publisher 


PERSONALITIES 


Abaye - 3%: One of the outstanding Sages of the 
Talmud, Abaye was a fourth-generation Babylonian 
amora. He lost both of his parents at an early age 
and was raised in the home of his uncle, Rabba 
bar Nahmani. Some say that his real name was 
Nahmani or Kilil, and Abaye was just a nickname. 
The woman who assisted Rabba in raising him left a 
profound impression upon him, and he cites many 
life lessons in her name in the Gemara. The Gemara 
relates several stories that illustrate his intelligence 
even as a child, including several where Rabba tests 
him with questions. 


NOTES 


To hone — spin: The practice of a Sage inten- 
tionally making an incorrect statement, acting 
improperly, or even praising an opinion that is 
directly contradicted by an established halakha, is 
an educational technique that is mentioned several 
times in the Gemara. The aim was not simply to 
test the students, but to require them to pay close 
attention and think independently (Rashi on EFiruvin 
13a), or to remind them of matters that they had 
previously studied (Ritva on Yoma 43a). 


The morning examination is in order to render 
fit the ritually pure items of the night - manv 
ato Sw niao vwa: Some commentaries main- 
tain that according to Shammai, who holds that 
a woman's time of examination is sufficient and 
she does not become impure retroactively, there 
is no such rabbinic institution of daily examina- 
tions (Hazon Ish; Arukh LaNer). By contrast, Rashi 
on 4a indicates that this institution is in effect 
even according to Shammai. Consequently, it has 
been suggested that according to Shammai the 
purpose of this examination was not to establish 
retroactive purity, but to provide current evidence 
of purity rather than relying on a presumptive status 
(Hazon Ish). 


HALAKHA 

The Sages instituted...morning and evening - 
IW mw... apa DIM: The Sages instituted that 
all Jewish women should examine themselves 
twice each day, morning and evening. The morn- 
ing examination is in order to render fit the ritually 
pure items that she touched the night before. The 
evening examination is in order to render fit the 
ritually pure items that she touched during the day 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 4:7). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Dosa - pit +37: When the name Rabbi Dosa is 
mentioned without any qualifiers in the Mishna, the 
reference is to Rabbi Dosa ben Harkinas. Rabbi Dosa 
ben Harkinas was one of the earliest tanna‘im. He 
was already considered a Sage of great stature in the 
period of the Second Temple. He engaged in disputes 
with Akavya ben Mahalalel and Hananya the deputy 
High Priest, and he was apparently from the same 
generation as Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, whom he 
outlived. As a result of his longevity, he is described 
as participating in various deliberations during the 
time of Rabban Gamliel in Yavne, although he would 
not come to the study hall due to his old age. If this 
is the case, he lived well over a hundred years. See 
the Rambam's introduction to the Mishna, where his 
wondrously long life span is discussed. 

Rabbi Dosa ben Harkinas was universally respected 
due to his old age and wisdom, and Rabbi Yehoshua 
asked his advice on several issues. He was apparently 
an expert in the history of the Jewish people, and he 
could recall even small details of events. He possibly 
preserved for himself relics from earlier eras, such as 
the mortar of the prophet Haggai. The story recounted 
here indicates that he was also extremely wealthy, but 
there are no records of his profession or family, besides 
the younger brother he himself mentions. His state- 
ments, which are also cited in the Mishna, deal with 
both aggada and halakha. 
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And ifyou wish, say instead that they established the set twenty-four- 
hour period so that the sinner should not profit from his transgres- 
sion. If the extent of retroactive impurity would be fixed at one 
additional period of day or night, a woman who remembers and 
examines herself in the early morning would be impure retroactively 
for a full twenty-four hours, back to early morning the previous day, 
whereas one who waits until noon would be impure only for the 
period of the morning and the previous night. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between these two answers? 
The Gemara answers: The difference between them is in a case where 
she was prevented by outside circumstances and did not perform 
an examination. According to the second answer she would not be 
considered a sinner and therefore she would be impure only for an 
additional period of a day or night. By contrast, according to the first 
answer her impure status would span twenty-four hours regardless 
of the circumstances. 


§ The mishna teaches: For any woman who has a fixed menstrual 
cycle, and she examined herself at that time and discovered blood, 
her time is sufficient, and she transmits impurity only from that time 
onward. The Gemara asks: Shall we say that the mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Dosa,’ and not in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis? As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Eliezer says: There are four categories of women for whom the 
halakha is that their time is sufficient: A virgin, i.e., a girl who has 
never experienced menstruation, a pregnant woman, a nursing 
mother, and an elderly woman. Rabbi Dosa says: For every woman 
who has a fixed menstrual cycle, and she examined herself at that 
time and discovered blood, her time is sufficient, and it is only from 
that stage that she transmits ritual impurity. 


The Gemara answers: You may even say that the mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The Rabbis disagree with 
Rabbi Dosa only in the case of a woman who discovers blood at 
an irregular time, not at the fixed time of her menstrual cycle. But 
if she discovers blood at the fixed time of her menstrual cycle, they 
agree with him that her time is sufficient and there is no retroactive 
impurity. And the mishna is referring to a woman who discovers 
blood at the fixed time of her menstrual cycle, and therefore 
everyone agrees that her time is sufficient. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: By inference, one can conclude that 
Rabbi Dosa says that her time is sufficient even if she discovers 
blood not at the fixed time of her menstrual cycle." If so, who is the 
tanna who taught the following baraita? As the Sages taught in a 
baraita: With regard to a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle 
who finds a blood stain, her blood stain is impure retroactively” 
from when the garment in question was laundered. The reason is that 
if she sees a flow of menstrual blood not at the fixed time of her 
menstrual cycle, it renders her impure retroactively for a twenty- 
four-hour period. Therefore, the blood stain likewise renders her 
retroactively impure. 


NOTES 


Even if she discovers blood not at the fixed time of her men- 
strual cycle - AND) nywa Kow oy: The early commentaries 
explain that Rabbi Dosa's reasoning is that in between a woman's 
fixed menstruation times she is considered as temporarily having 
ceased to experience menstruation. Therefore she is not expected 
to find any blood until her fixed time of menstruation, and any 
blood that she does discover is an anomaly that causes her to 
assume impurity status only from then onward (Bedek HaBayit). 
In a case where she discovers blood after her fixed time of men- 
struation has passed, some maintain that she assumes impurity 
status only from then onward only if she performed a clean self- 
examination at her fixed time of menstruation. But if she neglected 
to perform a self-examination at that time, then she assumes 


retroactive impurity status extending back to her fixed time of 
menstruation, even according to Rabbi Dosa (Heshek Shlomo). 


Her blood stain is impure retroactively — yap wap mana: Rashi 
explains that she assumes impurity status retroactively extending 
back to the time that this stained garment was last laundered. 


The source for this explanation is the mishna (66a) that states 


hat a blood stain causes her to assume ritual impurity status 
until the time that she can declare that she had examined the 
garment and found it free of stains, or extending back to the time 
hat she last examined it, as the Gemara (66b) explains that it is 
presumed that every Jewish woman examines her garments upon 
aundering them. 
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The Gemara concludes its question: Shall we say that this baraita is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis and not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Dosa? The Gemara answers: You may 
even say thatit is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Dosa, as 
one can claim that Rabbi Dosa disagrees with the Rabbis only in 
a case where a woman sees menstrual blood at the fixed time of her 
menstrual cycle. But if she sees blood not at the fixed time of her 
menstrual cycle, he agrees with them that she is impure retroac- 
tively. And according to this answer the mishna, which deals with 
a woman who discovers blood at the fixed time of her menstrual 
cycle, is only in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Dosa, in 
contrast to the earlier claim. 


And as for the ruling of the baraita, that a woman who discovers 
menstrual blood not at her fixed time for menstruation is impure 
retroactively, this is a halakha with which everyone agrees. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But let us interpret the mishna in 
the opposite manner. Why interpret the mishna in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Dosa and the baraita in accordance with every- 
one, when we can give precedence to the mishna, which is more 
authoritative, by interpreting it in accordance with all opinions, as 
was first explained, and the baraita only in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara answers: Since there is a way to interpret it as a 

leniency," i.e., that all agree that blood discovered at the fixed time 

of menstruation renders items impure only from that point onward, 
and it can also be interpreted in a manner that leads to a stringency, 
i.e., everyone agrees that blood discovered not at her fixed time for 
menstruation causes retroactive impurity, and furthermore the 

Rabbis hold that this is the halakha even when blood is discovered 

at her fixed time of menstruation, we interpret it the way that leads 

to a stringency. 


§ Itis taught in the baraita: If a woman who has a fixed menstrual 
cycle finds a blood stain, her blood stain is retroactively impure. The 
reason is that if she sees a flow of menstrual blood not at the fixed 
time of her menstrual cycle, it renders her ritually impure retroac- 
tively for a twenty-four-hour period. The Gemara analyzes this 
statement: The reason for this ruling is that she is a woman who 
has a fixed menstrual cycle; therefore, the Rabbis distinguish 
between her blood stain, which causes retroactive impurity like a 
sighting not at her fixed time, and her sighting of her menstrual 
flow at its fixed time, which does not cause retroactive impurity. 


It can be inferred from here that in the case of those other women, 
e.g., a pregnant or elderly woman, with regard to whom the Sages 
stated: Their time is sufficient and their menstrual flow never 
causes retroactive impurity, the same halakha applies to their blood 
stains as to their sighting of their menstrual flow, i.e., the stains do 
not cause retroactive impurity. 


NOTES 


Since there is a way to interpret it as a leniency, etc. — }3 
3) xdapd nipind xg: The early commentaries ask: 
Since the idea of imposing retroactive impurity is a rabbinic 
safeguard to begin with, why it is preferable to interpret 
the mishna in a more stringent fashion? They answer that, 
nevertheless, a higher standard is warranted in the case of 
matters of ritual purity (Ritva). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus — Dissats 12 KIIN: 
The tanna Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus, referred to 
in the Jerusalem Talmud as Rabbi Hananya ben Anti- 
gonus, lived through the period of the destruction 
of the Second Temple. Some of the early commen- 
taries maintain that he was a priest. He was notably 
scrupulous in matters of ritual impurity and was very 
discerning with regard to whom he trusted to handle 
ritually pure items. He testifies that he personally saw 
the Levites performing their service in the Temple. 
Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus discussed matters of 
Torah with the famous tanna‘im Rabbi Yishmael and 
Rabbi Akiva. 


HALAKHA 


The halakha with regard to all women is that their 
blood stains are impure retroactively — mwan bs 
yrpnd ab pana: A woman who discovers a blood 

stain assumes impurity status retroactively for twenty- 
four hours, or extending back to the last time she 

examined her garment and found it clean within the 

ast twenty-four hours. Even if she laundered the gar- 
ment, one may not assume that the stain came after it 
was laundered. If she discovers a wet, seemingly fresh 

blood stain, nevertheless she assumes the same ret- 
roactive impurity status, as the blood stain may have 

been there for days with water recently falling upon it, 
hereby moistening it and giving it a fresh appearance 

(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3 and Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:7). 


The halakha of women with regard to whom the 
Sages stated: Their time is sufficient, etc. — mwa 
ADY pt DNDN gW: The Sages ruled that with 
regard to these four women, i.e., a woman who never 
experienced menstrual bleeding, a pregnant woman, 
a nursing mother, and an elderly woman, their time 
is sufficient. This means that neither their menstrual 
flow of blood nor a discovered blood stain causes 
them retroactive impurity, but only impurity going 
forward. This holds true until they experience three 
separate flows of menstrual blood (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:5 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:8). 


When the days of her young womanhood have 
arrived — Diya 1» yaga: The Sages instituted 
that only the blood stains found on the body or 
clothing of an adult woman cause ritual impurity. The 
blood stain of a young girl, who has not yet reached 
the normal time for menstruation, does not cause 
any ritual impurity. The normal time for menstruation 
is when she reaches the age of young womanhood, 
which is marked by her reaching the age of twelve 
plus the growth of two hairs in her pubic area. If she 
has only one of the two conditions, i.e., age or pubic 
hairs, her blood stain causes no impurity, even if she 
is a non-virgin and even if she discovered blood stains 
twice. If she discovers blood stains three times, her 
blood stains will then start to cause ritual impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:5 and 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:2). 
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The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita 
taught? The Gemara answers: It is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus,” as Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel 
says in the name of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus: The halakha 
with regard to all women is that their blood stains are impure 
retroactively. But any women with regard to whom the Sages 
stated: Their time is sufficient, their blood stains share the same 
ruling as their sighting of their menstrual flow, i.e., they do not 
cause retroactive impurity. This is the halakha except for the case 
ofa young girl whose time to see the flow of menstrual blood has 
not arrived. With regard to her, even if her sheets are soiled with 
blood one need not be concerned for it," i.e., her blood stains do 
not cause any impurity at all, even from that point onward. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus hold 
that a blood stain causes ritual impurity at all? But isn’t it taught 
in a baraita: The halakha with regard to all women is that their 
blood stains are impure. And similarly, women with regard to 
whom the Sages stated: Their time is sufficient, their blood stains 
are also impure. Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says: The halakha 
of women with regard to whom the Sages stated: Their time is 
sufficient, is that they do not have the ritual impurity of a blood 
stain. What, is it not correct to say that this means they have no 
impurity caused by a blood stain at all? The Gemara answers: No, 
it means that they do not have impurity caused by a blood stain 
retroactively, but they do have the impurity caused by a blood 
stain from here onward. 


The Gemara asks: From the fact that Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus 
holds that a blood stain imparts ritual impurity from that point 
onward, does this not indicate that the first tanna holds that it 
causes ritual impurity even retroactively? The Gemara answers: 
Yes, the ruling of the first tanna is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir, who is stringent with regard to blood stains. As 
it is taught in a baraita: The halakha with regard to all women is 
that their blood stains are impure retroactively." And similarly, 
women with regard to whom the Sages stated: Their time is suf- 
ficient, their blood stains are also impure retroactively. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says: The 
halakha of women with regard to whom the Sages stated: Their 
time is sufficient," is that their blood stains share the same ruling 
as their sighting of their menstrual flow, i.e., they cause ritual impu- 
rity from that point onward. And in the case of a young girl, ifher 
time to see the flow of menstrual blood has arrived," then she has 
impurity status when she finds a blood stain. But if her time to see 
the flow of menstrual blood has not yet arrived, she does not have 
impurity status when she finds a blood stain. The Gemara asks: 
And when does a young girl arrive at her time to see the flow of 
menstrual blood? The Gemara answers: When the days of her 
young womanhood have arrived."" 


NOTES 


Even if her sheets are soiled with blood one need not be con- 
cerned for it - 73 pwwin prs ota pabatba abw pip tony: 
One of the later authorities interprets this precisely, that it is only 
for blood stains on her sheets or garment that one need not be 
concerned; blood stains found on her body would cause ritual 
impurity (Bah). Others disagree and understand that with regard to 
young girls who are the under the age of menstruation, the Sages 
did not institute any ritual impurity (Shakh, citing Tur and Shulhan 
Arukh). 


And in the case of a young girl if her time to see the flow of 
menstrual blood has arrived — minh Ag waT Npivm: Some 
commentaries state that a young girl's time of menstruation has 


arrived only if she has experienced two or three flows of menstrual 
blood (Rashba; Meiri). Most commentaries maintain that if she is 
old enough she is designated as one whose time to begin men- 
struating has arrived even if she has not yet emitted blood (Rashi; 
Rashba; Ritva). 


When the days of her young womanhood have arrived - 3ypatwra 
Dwy nd: The Gemara mentions two indicators that signify the 
transition from childhood to adulthood: The physical sign of at least 
two hairs in the pubic area, and the time factor of the age of twelve 
years. The early commentaries disagree whether one indicator is 
sufficient (Rashi) or if both indicators are necessary to signify her 
entrance into young womanhood. 
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Q The mishna teaches: And with regard to a woman who engages 
in intercourse while using examination cloths, with which she 
ascertains whether the menstrual flow began, since the halakhic 
status of that act is like that of an examination, it reduces the time 
from a twenty-four-hour period and reduces the time from examina- 
tion to examination. Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The 
examination cloth with which she examined herself before inter- 
course" does not reduce the time from a twenty-four-hour period 
like a regular examination. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Shmuel? 
Rav Ketina says: Since she is excited [shemehuma]' and hurried 
for intercourse with her husband, it is not considered a proper 
examination. The Gemara asks: And even if she is excited for inter- 
course with her husband, what of it? Why does that invalidate her 
examination? The Gemara answers: Since she is excited and hur- 
ried for intercourse with her husband," she does not insert the 
examination cloth into her recesses and folds. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: We learned in the mishna: And 
a woman who engages in intercourse while using examination 
cloths, the halakhic status of that act is like that of an examination. 
The mishna refers to examination cloths in the plural. What, is it 
not speaking of one cloth used before intercourse and one cloth 
used after intercourse? The Gemara answers: No, this cloth and 
that cloth are both used after intercourse; and the reason why the 
mishna uses the plural is that one cloth is for his use and one is for 
her use. As we learned ina mishna (14a): Itis the custom of Jewish 
women to engage in intercourse with their husbands with two 
examination cloths, one for his use and one for her use. 


The Gemara asks: What is this? Granted, if you say that the mishna 
is referring to one cloth used before intercourse and one used 
after intercourse, it was necessary for the mishna to mention both 
examinations, as it might enter your mind to say that since she is 
excited and hurried for intercourse with her husband, she did not 
examine herself properly. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that 
her examination with a cloth before intercourse is considered as a 
halakhically valid examination. But if you say that this cloth and 
that cloth are his and her cloths used after intercourse, isn’t it obvi- 
ous that they are treated as halakhic examinations? Why is this 
ruling necessary? 


The Gemara answers: The halakha that the examinations performed 
after intercourse count as valid examinations is necessary, lest you 
say that perhaps she might see a drop of blood corresponding to 
the size of a mustard seed® and a drop of semen covered it. In other 
words, it is possible that she discharged a tiny amount of menstrual 
blood that went undetected, as it was covered by a drop of semen. 
Therefore, the mishna teaches us that one does not need to be 
concerned for this possibility. 


NOTES 


Since she is excited and hurried for intercourse with her hus- 
band, etc. - ^3) ana mamaw Jim: Some authorities prove 
from here that the examination required before intercourse does 
not obligate the woman to insert the cloth into the recesses 
and folds of her vagina. They explain that the reason is that the 
requirement for this examination in the first place is a strin- 


according to the Rambam, remained in force after the Temple 
period when standards of ritual purity were no longer practiced. 
Therefore what is required is not an inspection of recesses and 
folds, which was necessary when dealing with ritually pure items, 
but rather a general sweep of the vaginal area as far as the finger 
can reach (Ra'avad in Ba'alei HaNefesh; Beit Yosef, Havvot Da‘at). 


gency enacted for the protection of ritually pure items, which, 


HALAKHA 


The examination cloth with which she examined herself 
before intercourse - wnwn nay “y: A woman must 
examine herself with a cloth before and after intercourse. 
The examination following intercourse has the halakhic 
status of a regular examination. The examination prior 
to intercourse does not, as it is likely to be a substandard 
inspection performed in haste (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hil- 
khot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Excited [mehuma] - mawn: The root of this word is heh, 
mem, heh, which means vocalizing a sound or making a 
noise. If there is a ruckus or if a person is performing an 
action in haste, there is often a resulting sound. Here the 
word is used to refer to an action that a person performs 
with haste spurred by passion or desire. 


BACKGROUND 


Corresponding to the size of a mustard seed - Sans: 
Edible mustard is derived from various plants, such as the 
white mustard plant, Sinapis alba, the black mustard plant, 
Brassica nigra, or some combination of them. These plants 
are members of the wild Brassicaceae family of plants. The 
black mustard plant is a very large strain that grows in 
Eretz Yisrael. Its height usually ranges between 0.5 and2m, 
although in some rare cases it can reach a height of 5 m. 
Mustard seeds are small, ranging between 1.5 and 2 mm 
in diameter, which is why they are chosen by the Gemara 
as a symbol of a minute entity. 


Mustard flowers in a field 


Black and white mustard seeds 
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And if you wish, say instead: The mishna is referring only to her 
examinations, but the reason the mishna mentions two examina- 
tions is not to give them the status of valid examinations, but to 
teach that they are both obligatory. As the Sages required her to 
perform two examinations:" One before intercourse and one 
after intercourse. And when the mishna teaches: The halakhic 
status of that act is like that of an examination, it is referring specifi- 
cally to the examination performed after intercourse. The Gemara 
raises a difficulty: But the mishna teaches: A woman who engages 
in intercourse while using examination cloths. This formulation 
indicates that the examination is voluntary and is not mandated by 
the Sages. The Gemara explains that one should emend the text 
of the mishna so that it teaches: And a woman must engage in 
intercourse while using examination cloths. 


§ The mishna teaches: And with regard to a woman who engages 
in intercourse while using examination cloths, as the halakhic status 
of that act is like that of an examination, it reduces the time froma 
twenty-four-hour period, and reduces the time from examination 
to examination. The Gemara asks: Now that the mishna teaches that 
this examination reduces time from a twenty-four-hour period, 


HALAKHA 


The Sages required her to perform two examinations, etc. — before or after intercourse. According to the Rambam and the 
13) 31 IW NIP ww: According to some early authorities, Rosh, a woman with no fixed menstrual cycle always requires an 


a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle should not perfo 
self-examinations before or after intercourse. Not only is it not 


m examination before and after intercourse, and according to the 
Rambam the husband must examine himself after intercourse 


required, but she is advised not to examine herself, as this might as well. Later authorities add that there is no need to perform an 
cause her husband to become nervous that she may be menstru- examination after each act of intercourse performed during the 


ating and he may refrain from intercourse. The Rambam maintains 


night; rather, one examination after everything is sufficient. The 


that both the husband and wife should examine themselves after Shakh maintains that the examinations surrounding intercourse 


intercourse to determine if she discharged any menstrual blood 
during intercourse. The halakha follows the first opinion (Roke‘ah; 


Haggahot Maimoniyyot). 


In the case of a woman who does not have a fixed menstrual 


were instituted only to protect ritually pure items. Now that this is 
no longer relevant, there is no reason to perform those examina- 
tions. Moreover, even if a husband wants to impose a stringency 
upon himself to perform an examination, it may be done only 


cycle, she and her husband are required to perform self-exami- after intercourse and not before (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
nations before and after intercourse for the first three times that Issurei Bia 4:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 184:1 and 186:1-2 and in 


they engage in intercourse. If there is no blood found during those 


the comment of Rema). 


three sessions, she no longer requires any further examinations 
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is it necessary to teach that an examination reduces the time from 
examination to examination, which is less than twenty-four hours? 


The Gemara answers: This ruling is necessary, lest you say that with 
regard to the significant passage of a twenty-four-hour period the 
Sages are concerned for the possible loss of ritually pure items, 
but with regard to the smaller period from examination to exami- 
nation, the Sages are not concerned for the loss of pure items, and 
therefore the use of an examination cloth should not reduce the 
time of possible impurity between that and her next examination. 
Therefore, the mishna teaches us that it does reduce this time. 


§ The mishna teaches with regard to a woman who has a fixed 
menstrual cycle: Her time is sufficient, how so? If the woman was 
sitting in a bed and engaged in handling ritually pure items, and she 
left the bed and saw blood, she is impure and those items are pure. 
The Gemara asks: Why do I need the mishna to teach: If the woman 
was sitting in a bed and engaged in handling pure items? Let the 
mishna teach the same ruling without mentioning the bed: If she 
was engaged in handling pure items and she left and saw blood. 
The detail that she was sitting in a bed is apparently superfluous. 
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The Gemara answers: This detail teaches us that the reason why 
the bed is not rendered impure is that her time is sufficient and 
there is no retroactive impurity. It can be inferred that in a case 
where she is impure retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period, 
her bed is also rendered impure. This supports the opinion of 
Ze‘eiri, as Zeeiri said: The level of impurity of the retroactive 
twenty-four-hour period of a menstruating woman renders 
impure a bed" upon which she lies and a chair upon which she 
sits," to the extent that they transmit impurity to a person who 
comes in contact with them, to the extent that he transmits 
impurity to the garments he is wearing. 


This Gemara raises a difficulty: Now, this bed upon which she sat 
is an entity that lacks consciousness in order for it to be asked, 
and the principle with regard to any entity that lacks conscious- 
ness in order for it to be asked is that the item with uncertain 
status is deemed pure. The Gemara explains: Ze’eiri interpreted 
his ruling as applying specifically to a case where her friends 
are carrying her in the bed, where the bed is considered as the 
extended hand of her friends. In other words, it is part of an entity 
that has consciousness in order for it to be asked, and therefore 
the item with uncertain status is deemed impure. 


The Gemara provides another answer: And now that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: In a case of uncertain ritual impurity that comes 
about by the hand ofa person, i.e., through his involvement, the 
owner of the vessel must consult a Sage about it, i.e., it is consid- 
ered an entity that has consciousness in order for it to be asked, as 
in such a case even with regard to a vessel that is placed upon 
the ground, which is certainly incapable of providing an answer 
if asked, its halakhic status is like that of an item that has con- 
sciousness in order for it to be asked. With this statement in mind, 
one can explain that according to Ze’eiri a menstruating woman 
transmits impurity to a bed even though her friends are not car- 
rying her in the bed. Rather, as the bed’s ritual impurity was 
caused by the hand ofa person, it has the halakhic status of an item 
that has consciousness in order for it to be asked. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter of Rabbi Yohanan’s statement 
itself. Rabbi Yohanan says: In a case of uncertain ritual impurity 
that comes about by the hand of man, its owner must consult a 
Sage about it, i.e. it is ritually impure, as in such a case even with 
regard to a vessel that is placed upon the ground, its halakhic 
status is like that of an item that has consciousness in order for 
it to be asked. 


HALAKHA 


The impurity of the retroactive period of a menstruating 
woman renders impure a bed, etc. - nwiy maw nyh nya 
13) 33W: Whether a woman assumes retroactive impurity 
status due to a menstrual flow or whether it was due to a blood 
stain, she renders a bed upon which she lay and a chair upon 


Renders impure a bed upon which she lies and a chair upon 
which she sits, etc. — 131 awin 23W nwiy: Proof for this 
principle comes from the extraneous detail in the mishna that 
the menstruating woman was sitting in a bed. From this it is 
derived that she transmits impurity to the bed to the extent 


that it then transmits impurity to a person and he, in turn, 


NOTES 


which she sat impure to the extent that they transmit impurity 
to a person who comes in contact with them, and he, in turn, 
transmits impurity to the garments he is wearing (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:8). 


transmits impurity to the garments that he is wearing. The 
mishna is written this way to include this principle, a principle 
unique to beds. Otherwise, the mishna could have simply 
depicted a case where ritual impurity was imparted to vessels 
through contact and not though lying in a bed (Ramban; Yosef 
Daat, see Tosafot). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita (Tosefta, Teharot 
4:1): Ifaman who contracted ritual impurity was wrapping himself 
in his cloak” and there were pure items beside him; or if he was 
pure and there were impure items beside him as he was wrapping 
his cloak; or if there were pure items and impure items above his 
head at the time and there is uncertainty whether he touched 
the impure items with his cloak and then touched the pure items 
with his cloak, and uncertainty whether it did not touch them, the 
halakha is that the pure items remain pure. But if it is impossible 
for him to have wrapped himself unless his cloak had touched 
the impure items in the process, then those previously pure items 
become impure. 


The baraita continues: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says that we 
say to him: Repeat your action. And he repeats the action of wrap- 
ping himself with his cloak, and it can then be determined whether 
or not the cloak and the other items came in contact with each other. 
The Rabbis said to him: We do not rely on repeated actions with 
regard to the determination of ritually pure items. Since the second 
action may not exactly mimic the first, it cannot be relied upon to 
determine ritual purity status. 


The Gemara explains the objection: But according to the Rabbis, 
why is the halakha that the items in question remain pure? Isn’t this 
a case of uncertain ritual impurity that comes about by the hand 
of man, which, according to Rabbi Yohanan, is considered as having 
consciousness in order for it to be asked? If so, these items should 
be ritually impure. 


The Gemara answers: Except for that one, i.e., do not raise a diffi- 
culty from that baraita, since it is referring to a specific case. As Rav 
Hoshaya teaches with regard to an item whose purity status is 
uncertain: When it is in the private domain, the item with uncer- 
tain status is deemed impure; when it is in the public domain, it 
is deemed pure. The baraita is referring to an item located in the 
public domain. Consequently, even if it is considered as having 
consciousness in order to be asked, nevertheless it is pure, as its 
uncertainty occurred in the public domain. 


§ The Gemara analyzes the matter of Ze’eiri’s ruling itself. Ze’eiri 
says: The level of impurity assumed during the retroactive twenty- 
four-hour period of a menstruating woman renders a bed upon 
which she lies and a chair upon which she sits impure to the extent 
that they transmit impurity to a person who comes in contact with 
them to the extent that he transmits impurity to the garments he 
is wearing. 


NOTES 


A man who contracted ritual impurity was wrapping himself 
in his cloak, etc. - 15) inva geynn mm: The wording of the 
Tosefta is interpreted by the early commentaries as referring to 
three separate cases of uncertainty involving a man who was 
wrapping himself with his cloak: First, an impure cloak with pure 
items beside him; second, a pure cloak while there are impure 
items, such as carcasses of creeping animals, beside him; third, 
a pure cloak and pure and impure items above his head. In the 
first two cases the uncertainty is whether his cloak touched the 


A man who contracted ritual impurity was wrapping himself 
in his cloak, etc. - ^3) imdva soya 77: This is a case in which 
a person had ritually pure and impure items beside him when he 
wrapped himself in his cloak and there is doubt if he first touched 
the impure items with his cloak and then the pure items. If the 
case took place in the private domain, the pure items are deemed 
impure. This is due to the principle that when uncertain ritual 
impurity comes about by the hand of man, even an inanimate 


HALAKHA 


other items. In the third case, the uncertainty is whether the cloak 
first touched the impure items and then touched the pure items, 
rendering them impure. The novelty of this third case is that it is 
not considered as a compound uncertainty, i.e., involving one 
uncertainty as to whether the cloak touched the impure items 
and another uncertainty as to whether it then touched the pure 
items. Rather, it is assumed that if it touched the impure items, it 
certainly touched the pure items as well (Josafot). 


object is considered as if it has consciousness in order for it to be 
asked about its purity. It is therefore rendered impure, as is the 
ruling in all cases of uncertain impurity in a private domain. If the 
case took place in the public domain, the items remain ritually 
pure. If it is impossible for the person to enwrap himself in his 
cloak without having touched the pure items, they are rendered 
impure even in the public domain (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 16:6). 
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The Gemara asks: Is that so? But when Avimi" came from Bei 
Hozai,” he came and brought the following baraita with him: The 
level ofimpurity during the retroactive twenty-four-hour period of 
a menstruating woman renders her bed upon which she lies and 
her chair upon which she sits impure like the impurity level caused 
by her touch. The Gemara explains the difficulty: What, is it not 
correct to say that this means that just as an item rendered impure 
by her touch does not render another person impure, so too, her 
bed does not render another person impure? 


Rava says: And how can you understand it in that manner? There 

is an a fortiori inference here: And if an earthenware vessel sealed 

with a tightly bound cover [tzamid patil], which is spared from 
impurity when it is in a tent that has a corpse in it," is nevertheless 

not spared from impurity if the woman moved it during the twenty- 
four-hour period of retroactive impurity ofa menstruating woman 

and is impure as though she moved it after she experienced bleed- 
ing; so too, with regard to beds and chairs, which are not spared 

from impurity in a tent that has a corpse in it, is it not logical that 

they are also not spared from impurity when used during the 

twenty-four-hour period of retroactive impurity ofa menstruating 

woman and are impure as though she used them after she experi- 
enced bleeding? 


The Gemara asks: But Avimi from Bei Hozai cited a baraita that 
apparently does not accept Rava’s a fortiori inference. The Gemara 
answers: One can say that the baraita does not mean that her bed 
and chair are rendered impure with the light level ofimpurity caused 
by her touch, but rather: Her bed upon which she lies and her chair 
upon which she sits 


Bei Hozai — *xtin +3: This is the Aramaic name for the portion of 
the Persian kingdom near Shatt al Arab, the river formed by the 
confluence of the Euphrates and the Tigris. Bei Hozai is known 
today as Khuzestan, which is derived from the original name 
Hozai. This region was known for its agricultural development 
and fertile ground near reliable sources of water, and as a result 
many large Jewish communities took root there. The area was 
distant from the centers of Jewish life in Babylonia, however, due 
to the strong business relations between Bei Hozai and the other 
Jewish communities in Babylonia, there was constant contact 
between these places. Many Torah scholars traveled to Bei Hozai 
for business and returned home laden with Torah traditions, in 


addition to economic gains. 
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BACKGROUND 


Location of Bei Hozai 


are like her touch itself. Just as her touch transmits impurity to a 
person who comes in contact with them to the extent that he trans- 
mits impurity to the garments he is wearing, so too her bed and 
her chair transmit impurity to a person who comes in contact with 
them to the extent that he transmits impurity to the garments he 
is wearing. 


LANGUAGE 


Avimi — »"X2¥: This name is shared by several Sages. It 
is a combined form of the words avi imi, my mother’s 
father. It is meant to refer to the fact that he is named 
after his maternal grandfather. 


Tightly bound cover [tzamid patil] - bons pray: This 
expression is found in the Torah in the passage that deals 
with ritual impurity caused by a corpse, as it is written: 
“And every open vessel, which has no tightly bound 
cover upon it, is unclean” (Numbers 19:15). Izamid refers 
to the cover that is connected [tzamud] to the vessel 
and patil refers to the seal that binds it. 


PERSONALITIES 


Avimi — 193%: Some suggest that this is Avimi the son 
of Rabbi Abahu, a scholar of Eretz Yisrael during the 
fourth generation of amora’im there. He appears only 
occasionally in the Talmud, usually quoting early tan- 
naitic sources. He was punctilious regarding the com- 
mandment of honoring his father and appears to have 
been a master of aggada. 

Since Avimi is described as having business inter- 
actions in Bei Hozai, it appears that he was a wealthy 
merchant who brought back important traditions of 
Jewish law when he returned from his travels there. 


HALAKHA 


Which is spared from impurity in a tent that has 
a corpse in it, etc. — 13) nan Sarina Sivan: Even an 
earthenware vessel sealed with a tightly bound cover, 
which is spared from impurity when it is in a tent that 
has a corpse in it, is nevertheless rendered impure ret- 
roactively if it was moved by a woman who assumed 
impurity status retroactively from a newly discovered 
menstrual flow or even a blood stain (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:8). 


NOTES 

Sealed with a tightly bound cover — ons TY qp: 
The Torah states that any person, vessel, or food under 
the same roof as a corpse becomes ritually impure. 
The Torah adds: “And every open vessel, which has no 
covering close-bound upon it, is impure” (Numbers 
19:15). The Sages explain that the vessel referred to here 
is specifically an earthenware vessel, which does not 
contract ritual impurity when its exterior is exposed 
to impurity, but becomes impure only from its interior. 
Therefore, only such a vessel is spared from ritual impu- 
rity by being tightly sealed, whereas other vessels are 
rendered impure in any circumstance. The seal prevents 
the earthenware vessel and its contents from contract- 
ing impurity even if it is inserted within an impure 
earthenware vessel. But if the inner vessel contains an 
impure item, e.g., the carcass of a creeping animal, the 
outer vessel is rendered impure, as the seal prevents 
impurity from entering it, but it does not prevent it from 
spreading outward. 
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HALAKHA 


If a woman sees menstrual blood...And what 
does she render impure, etc. — 8°77 772)... ANIA 
ADTga: A woman who experiences a discharge of 
menstrual blood assumes impurity status retroactive 
to her most recent examination or twenty-four-hour 
period, which retroactively renders impure any bed 
that she sat on. That bed, in turn, transmits retroac- 
tive impurity to anyone who touched it to the extent 
that he then renders his garments impure. Her saliva 
and urine are also given the same level of retroac- 
tive impurity. She even renders impure an item inside 
an earthenware vessel sealed with a tightly bound 
cover (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 3:8). 


And she does not render impure retroactively a man 
who engaged in intercourse with her — 7x/b2 FVN) 
yap) ayia ny: Although a woman who experiences 
a menstrual flow assumes impurity status retroactively, 
nevertheless one who engaged in intercourse with 
her does not have the more severe impurity status of 
one who engaged in intercourse with a menstruating 
woman. Rather he assumes the lighter impurity status 
of one touched by a menstruating woman (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3). 


A woman who sees a blood stain...And what does 
she render impure — 131 TRAVA NTT... OND MXIT: 
Awoman who finds a blood stain on her body or cloth- 
ing and therefore assumes impurity status retroactive 
to her most recent examination, renders impure any 
bed that she sat on. That bed, in turn, transmits retroac- 
tive impurity to anyone who touched it to the extent 
that he then renders his garments impure. Her saliva 
and urine are also given the same level of retroactive 
impurity. She even renders impure something inside 
an earthenware vessel sealed with a tightly bound 
cover (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 3:8). 


And it also disrupts her count — mya npp: 
A blood stain that causes a woman to assume impurity 
status retroactively also disrupts her count of the peri- 
ods of menstruation and ziva (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3). 


A woman who sees a blood stain. ..and she renders 
ritually impure a man who engaged in intercourse 
with her — awia DX TRAVI...DD ININ: A woman 
who discovers a blood stain that causes herto assume 
impurity status retroactively does not retroactively ren- 
der impure a man who engaged in intercourse with 
her (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3). 


Both this and that, if they had touched teruma 
its status is suspended — phin mn m: Although a 
menstruating woman may assume impurity status 
retroactively for twenty-four hours or until her last self- 
examination, nevertheless since her impurity status is 
only out of doubt, if she had touched teruma or sac- 
rificial foods during that retroactive period, they are 
held in suspension; they are neither eaten nor burned 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3). 
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§ Itis taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rava: 
If a woman sees menstrual blood, it renders her impure retroac- 
tively for a twenty-four-hour period. And what does she render 
impure" during that period? Beds and chairs, food and drink, 
and an earthenware vessel sealed with a tightly bound cover 
[tzamid patil], if she moves it. But she does not disrupt her 
count of the periods of menstruation and ziva, i.e., she starts her 
cycle only from that day when she saw the blood, and she does 
not render impure retroactively a man who engaged in inter- 
course with her.™ Rabbi Akiva says: She does render impure a 
man who engaged in intercourse with her. And she counts 
her seven days of impurity only from the time that she saw her 
menstrual blood, not retroactively. 


The baraita continues: With regard to a woman who sees a blood 
stain, it renders her impure retroactive to when the garment 
was last checked. And what does she render impure during that 
period?4 Food and drink, beds and chairs, and an earthenware 
vessel sealed with a tightly bound cover, if she moves it. And it 
also disrupts her count" of eleven days during which emission 
of blood renders the woman a zava, as the time of the stain is 
unknown, and she renders ritually impure a man who engaged 
in intercourse with her." And she counts her seven days of impu- 
rity only from the time that she saw her menstrual blood, not 
retroactively. 


The baraita further teaches: With regard to both this, one who sees 
menstrual blood, and that, one who sees a blood stain, if they 
had touched teruma, its status is suspended." It is not eaten, as 
impure teruma is prohibited in consumption, but it is not burned 
either, since it is prohibited to burn pure teruma. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And as for Rava, why is the halakha 
of an earthenware vessel more obvious to him than the halakha of 
a bed and a chair? If he had heard this baraita, which states the 
halakha of an earthenware vessel, then let him say that the baraita 
itself is proof for his opinion with regard to a bed and a chair 
as well, as the baraita states both halakhot. And if he had not 
heard this baraita, from where did he learn his a fortiori inference, 
which is based on the halakha that an earthenware vessel sealed 
with a tightly bound cover is not spared from impurity if a men- 
struating woman moved it during her twenty-four-hour period of 
retroactive impurity? 


NOTES 


And she does not render impure retroactively a man who 
engaged in intercourse with her — yap mwi DN TNA TVNI 


engages in intercourse, for fear that he could later be rendered 
retroactively impure (Josafot on 2a). 


: Different explanations are given as why a menstruating woman 


does not transmit retroactive impurity to a man who engaged in 
intercourse with her. Some say that the Sages omitted this case 
when they instituted retroactive impurity, as it is an uncommon 
occurrence (Tosefot HaRosh). Others explain that they refrained 
from including a man who engaged in intercourse with her due 
to the concern that her husband might have misgivings when he 


Both this and that, if they had touched teruma its status is 
suspended — phin m m: The reason why the purity status of 
the teruma is suspended and the teruma is not burned due to 
retroactive impurity is because the woman had a presumptive 
status of ritual purity at the time that she touched the teruma 
(Tosafot 2a). 
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The Gemara answers: Actually, he did hear the baraita. But if 
his proof had been merely from the baraita, I would say that a 
different halakha applies to a bed and chair than to the earthenware 
vessels, as the baraita means that the bed and chair render impure 
a person or garments that they touch, but they do not render a 
person impure to the extent that he then transmits impurity to his 
garments. It is due to that reason that Rava says the a fortiori 
inference. 


§ Rav Huna says: The twenty-four-hour period of retroactive 
impurity of a menstruating woman applies only to sacrificial food 
but not to teruma. The Gemara asks: If so, let the mishna in Hagiga 
20b teach this among the other higher levels of purity that apply 
to sacrificial foods but not to teruma. That mishna lists stringencies 
of ritual purity that are in effect with regard to sacrificial foods 
and not teruma. The Gemara answers: When that mishna teaches 
those higher levels of purity, it is referring only to types of impurity 
that have a connection [derara]' to impurity as defined by Torah 
law." But it does not teach a case where there is no connection to 
impurity as defined by Torah law, and the retroactive impurity of a 
menstruating woman is by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the aforementioned baraita 
that deals with the retroactive impurity of a menstruating woman: 
What does she render impure during that period? Food and drink. 
The Gemara asks: What, is it not correct to say that this is referring 
both to sacrificial food and to teruma? The Gemara answers: No, 
it is referring only to sacrificial food, not to teruma. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a mishna (11a): 
With regard to women of priestly families who must examine them- 
selves before partaking of teruma, Rabbi Yehuda says: Even when 
they conclude partaking of teruma, they still need to examine 
themselves. And we discussed this statement of Rabbi Yehuda and 
asked: Why do they need to examine themselves after they finish 
eating teruma? What was, was; i.e., if a woman was impure when 
she ate the teruma, what is achieved by an examination now? 


And Rav Hisda says in explanation: It was necessary only in order 
to amend the situation of the remaining teruma that is left before 
her, i.e., to prevent it from being rendered ritually impure. In other 
words, if she later experiences a flow of menstrual blood, her retroac- 
tive impurity status will not render the remaining teruma impure. 
This ruling apparently contradicts the opinion of Rav Huna, who 
said that the retroactive impurity of a menstruating woman affects 
only sacrificial foods, not teruma. 


The Gemara answers: According to Rav Huna, Rabbi Yehuda 
teaches that since impure teruma must be burned, she must exam- 
ine herself in order to determine whether it is correct to burn the 
remaining feruma that was in her hands. If she examined herself 
immediately after eating the teruma, in the period of time needed 
for the onset of menstruation (see 14b), and she found that she was 
impure, it is assumed as a certainty that she was impure when she 
ate the teruma. Consequently, the remaining teruma must be burned, 
in accordance with the halakha of teruma that was definitely ren- 
dered impure. But in fact, Rav Huna maintains that she does not 
render that remaining teruma impure retroactively, in a case where 
she did not examine herself. 


When it teaches those higher levels of purity that have a 
connection to impurity as defined by Torah law — xxm inp 
AMOWT RTT mb x7: Rashi explains that the mishna lists only 


NOTES 


contrast, impurities instituted by the Sages as mere stringencies, 
such as the retroactive impurity status of a menstruating woman 
who did not experience bleeding earlier, are not listed. 


those cases that involve possible ritual impurity by Torah law. By 


LANGUAGE 
Connection [derara] — X171: Different explanations are 
given for this word. Some define it as referring to a con- 
nection or bond. Some say it means a loss or a lack. Oth- 
ers define it as referring to the root of something. Still 
others explain it as referring to a general topic or point 
of discussion. 


ATX pP: NIDDA PEREKI: 6A 35 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


LANGUAGE 


Worthy [kedai] — 13: The root of this word is dai, which 
means: Enough. Kedai in this context means it is enough, 
he is sufficient or worthy enough. 


Perek I 
Daf6 Amud b 


NOTES 
In exigent circumstances - ppn nywa: The early com- 
mentaries suggest different explanations of the exigent 
circumstances referred to here. Rashi explains that it was 
a time of famine and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not want 
to issue a ruling that would cause the loss of sacrificial 
food or teruma. 

Tosafot reject this explanation, as the Gemara on 9b 
states that the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Eliezer that one 
may be lenient in times of famine. Instead, they explain 
that the case involved a man who had touched a woman 
who later found a discharge of menstrual blood that 
rendered her impure retroactively. Since he had also 
handled some ritually pure items, he went to ask Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi about their status. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
mistakenly decided leniently in accordance with Rabbi 
Eliezer, and it was only after the man went and handled 
many more ritually pure items that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
realized his mistake. Nevertheless, he chose to remain 
with his initial ruling, due to the exigent circumstances 
of causing impurity to the large quantity of pure items. 
Tosafot similarly suggest that perhaps the questioner 
who had been given the mistaken ruling had already 
left the vicinity and it would take too much effort to 
track him down. 


LANGUAGE 
Exigent circumstances [she‘at hadehak] - pyn nyw: 
This expression refers to a time when various circum- 
stances cause a pressing or distressful situation. Examples 
of this include famine, danger, and monetary loss. 
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The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear another difficulty 
with regard to the opinion of Rav Huna from a baraita: There was 
an incident in which Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi performed an action 
by ruling that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Eliezer maintains that a woman who passed 
three expected menstrual cycles without experiencing bleeding is 
presumed not to be menstruating any longer, and therefore any 
menstrual blood that she emits later renders her ritually impure only 
from then onward, but not retroactively. By contrast, the Rabbis 
contend that this halakha applies only to an older woman, for whom 
it is natural to stop menstruating, but not toa young woman, even 
if three typical periods have passed without bleeding. 


The baraita continues: After Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi remembered 
that Rabbi Eliezer’s colleagues disagree with Rabbi Eliezer on this 
matter and that he had apparently ruled incorrectly, he nevertheless 
said: Rabbi Eliezer is worthy [kedai]' to rely upon 


in exigent circumstances [ bishe‘at hadehak]."' And we discussed 
it and asked: What is the meaning of: After he remembered? If 
we say that this means after he remembered that the halakha 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer but in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, if so, how could 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi act in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer even 
in exigent circumstances, since the halakha has been decided 
against him? 


Rather, is it not correct that the halakha had not been stated on 
this matter, neither in accordance with the opinion of this Sage, 
Rabbi Eliezer, nor in accordance with the opinion of that Sage, i.e., 
the Rabbis. And once Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi remembered that it 
was not a single authority who disagrees with Rabbi Eliezer, but 
it was several Sages who disagreed with him, and there is a principle 
that the halakha follows the opinion of the many over that of an 
individual, he nevertheless said: Rabbi Eliezer is worthy to rely 
upon in exigent circumstances. 


The Gemara explains the proof from the baraita: Granted, if you 
say that it was a case of a menstruating woman who had touched 
teruma during the previous twenty-four hours, this is fine, as 
teruma still existed in the days of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. But if 
you say that it was a case of a woman who touched sacrificial food, 
was there still sacrificial food in days of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
after the destruction of the Temple? Clearly, the case involved 
teruma, and according to the Rabbis, whose opinion is accepted as 
halakha, this woman who had skipped three menstrual cycles nev- 
ertheless renders teruma impure retroactively. This ruling apparently 
contradicts the opinion of Rav Huna. 
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The Gemara answers: This can be answered in accordance with 
the testimony of Ulla, as Ulla said: Haverim® purify their wine 
and oil in the Galilee," i.e., they produce their wine and oil by the 
standards of purity used for sacrificial food, in the hope that the 
Temple will be rebuilt in their lifetime. Here, too, in the days of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi there were those who kept the standards of 
purity observed for sacrificial food. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita: There was an 
incident involving the maidservant of Rabban Gamliel, who was 
baking loaves of teruma bread. And in between each and every 
one she would wash her hand in water and examine herself. After 
the last one she examined herself and found that she was impure 
due to menstrual blood, and she came and asked Rabban Gamliel 
about the status of the loaves. And he said to her: They are all 
impure, due to her retroactive impurity for the previous twenty- 
four hours. She said to him: My teacher, didn’t I perform an 
examination in between each and every one? Rabban Gamliel 
said to her: If so, then this last one is impure and the rest are all 
pure, as your retroactive impurity is reduced until the time of the 
most recent examination. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: In any event, the baraita 
teaches that the case involved loaves of teruma bread. This appar- 
ently contradicts the opinion of Rav Huna, as Rabban Gamliel 
applied retroactive impurity in a case of teruma. The Gemara 
answers: What is meant by: Teruma? It means teruma of the loaves 
of the thanks offering, i.e., the four loaves of the thanks offering 
that were separated from the total of forty and eaten by the priests. 
These are sacrificial foods, not teruma. The Gemara raises a diff- 
culty with regard to this interpretation: What was she doing bak- 
ing the teruma of the loaves of the thanks offering alone? All forty 
loaves of the thanks offering are baked together, and only afterward 
are four set aside as teruma to be eaten by priests. 


The Gemara answers: This is referring to a case where dough for 
the teruma loaves was separated and designated for the priests 
during its kneading. And this halakha is in accordance with that 
which Rav Tovi bar Rav Ketina said: If one baked the loaves of 
the thanks offering as four loaves," rather than the requisite forty 
loaves, he has fulfilled his obligation. And we discussed it and 
asked: Isn’t one required to bring forty loaves with the thanks 
offering, ten loaves of each of the four different types? The Gemara 
answers: One must bake forty loaves in order to fulfill the mitzva 
in the optimal fashion, but he has nevertheless fulfilled his 
obligation with four loaves, one of each type. 


The Gemara continues its answer by further elucidating the state- 
ment of Rav Tovi bar Rav Ketina. And we asked with regard to this 
opinion: But he is required to separate teruma from it, i.e., to 
designate one loaf from each type that is given to the priests. And 
if you would say that he separates a slice from each one of the 
four loaves and gives them to the priest, this cannot be the case, as 
the Merciful One states in the Torah: “And of it he shall present 
one out of each offering for a gift to the Lord; it shall be the priest’s” 
(Leviticus 7:14). The word “one” indicates that he may not take a 
slice, but rather he takes a complete loaf. The Gemara answers: 
Rather, we must say that he separated dough for the teruma 
loaves during its kneading. Here too, in the incident involving 
Rabban Gamliel’s maidservant, she separated the dough during 
its kneading. 


HALAKHA 


If one baked the loaves of the thanks offering as four loaves, 
etc.— sar mon vars IKI% MIN wad: If one baked four loaves 
rather than the forty loaves that should ideally be baked, he has 
fulfilled his obligation, because forty loaves are required only 
for the optimal performance of the mitzva. In this case one 
has to be sure that during the kneading process he separated 


dough for the teruma loaves given to the priests because after 
they are baked this is no longer possible, as one is required 
to give a complete loaf as teruma and not a slice of a baked 
loaf (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:22). 


BACKGROUND 

Haverim — 2N: Although this group lived many years after 
the destruction of the Temple, and in the Galilee, far from 
Jerusalem where the Temple was situated, they nevertheless 
scrupulously produced their wine and oil by the standards of 
ritual purity used for sacrificial food. They did so even though 
there was no way to transport these items to Jerusalem and 
keep them free from ritual impurity because they believed 
that when Elijah the prophet comes to herald the coming 
of the Messiah, he will also reveal a ritually secure method 
of transportation. 


Location of the Galilee in relation to Jerusalem 


NOTES 

Haverim purify their wine and oil in the Galilee - xan 
shia 1212: Some suggest that these haverim had the ashes 
of the red heifer, which they used for purifying themselves 
of ritual impurity (Mishne LaMelekh). Rabbeinu Hananel 
explains that the reason they would purify their food was 
because many Galileans would eat non-sacred food while 
following the halakhot of ritual purity for sacrificial food. 
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BACKGROUND 


Sealing barrels — ntan 9a: Barrels of wine were 
sealed with a seal made of soft clay. Gasses often 
formed in the barrel after it was closed, and there- 
fore a small hole was left in the seal to allow them 
to escape. 


HALAKHA 


Non-sacred food that was prepared according to 
the standards of purity of sacrificial food, etc. - pan 
nD WIP NA by ywyaw: If, during the twenty-four- 
hour period of retroactive impurity of a menstruat- 
ing woman, she touched non-sacred food that was 
prepared according to the standards of purity of 
sacrificial food, the food's ritual purity status is left 
uncertain. It is held in a suspended state; it is neither 
burned nor eaten. This is not the halakha with regard 
to non-sacred food that was prepared according to 
the standards of purity of teruma, where the food 
remains pure. This is in accordance with the statement 
of Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak that he received from 
Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 3:9). 


Uncertainty developed as to whether it was ritu- 
ally impure — Axa PID ay sin: In a case of dough 
with regard to which uncertainty developed as to 
whether it was ritually impure, if the uncertainty 
occurred before the dough was kneaded, the dough 
may be prepared in conditions of definite impurity, 
and its halla should be burned. This is because it has 
the status of non-sacred food and it is permitted to 
cause impurity to non-sacred food in Eretz Yisrael. 
But if the uncertainty with regard to ritual impurity 
occurred after it had already been kneaded, it must 
be completed in conditions of purity, as the Sages 
issued a decree prohibiting rendering dough from 
which one is obligated to separate halla ritually 
impure. This decree applies to any possible ritual 
impurity that would render non-sacred food impure. 
The halla separated from this dough is then held in 
a suspended state; it is neither burned nor eaten by 
priests (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 8:10). 


It is permitted to cause impurity to non-sacred 
food in Eretz Yisrael - pinh meni of) apn 
Dw Ysaw: Just as it is permitted to eat and drink 
ritually i impure non-sacred foods, so too it is permitted 
to cause impurity to non-sacred food in Eretz Yisrael 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 16:9). 


38 NIDDA: PEREK I: 6B: 39T’ 15 


1a bw nnawa mya aw yaY XA 
pap by nvan ma anew bens 
OPTI Oa Tp ATW No NNN b3 
NKI INAV TKYD TPTI TNN 
fas ab 12%) Lyons ia TYKY 
Dapy apa Kbm sh TIAN NIKY 
NOT DON: “ab sors ann nny bp pa 

ninin fist eae 


STM VTPT NIT NAJWI TION N 
KOY ade Tee Aon TIN 
ab mah IPT PN OPN TION X 
mwa - IW nwyn amrbonpy sth 

my ninw 


KIT 37 TAY AD OTAN os NWY 
win pa myawn - may NYY nyn 
"3 A are Kbm PKAN sand pn 
Kan A NT yom 21 m0h yx umtbyn 

Pann e bax wip 


pny 33 bew a1 yn adap 
inte x wp mie by yw nd 
TOA TT by ww 


xw ay ao pap ad Ti DDT pn 
- obw myawI MYA - babs 
aypa npyn 


poin agawa nwyn - naa xbw ay 
yxw) pnb maw onb an AY 
Pan Ayva nwyn - nobavn byw 
Dinh WOR) ADI nbn - “abn pasa 

ton meni 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: There 

was another incident involving the maidservant of Rabban Gam- 
liel who was sealing barrels’ of wine. And in between each and 

every one she would wash her hands in water and examine herself. 
And after the last one she examined herself and found that she 

was ritually impure, and she came and asked Rabban Gamliel 

about the wine. And he said to her: They are all impure. She said 

to him: My teacher, didn’t I perform an examination in between 

each and every one? Rabban Gamliel said to her: If so, this last 
one is impure and the rest are all pure. 


The Gemara clarifies the difficulty with regard to Rav Huna’s opin- 
ion: Granted, if you say that one incident involved a case of sacri- 
ficial food and one incident involved a case of teruma, this is the 

reason that she returned and again asked Rabban Gamliel what 

to do. But if you say that both this incident and that incident 

involved sacrificial food, why did she need to return and ask him 

the same question a second time? The Gemara answers: Each inci- 
dent that occurred was with sacrificial food and they happened 

with two different maidservants. 


Some say another version of Rav Huna’s statement. Rav Huna 
says: During the twenty-four-hour period of retroactive impurity 
of a menstruating woman, she renders impure both sacrificial 
food and teruma. The Gemara asks: From where is this derived? 
The Gemara answers: It can be inferred from the fact that the 
mishna in Hagiga (20b) does not teach this matter among the other 
matters where higher levels of purity are required only for sacrificial 
foods but not for teruma. Rav Nahman said to Rav Huna: But 
doesn’t the tanna explicitly teach in a baraita: The retroactive 
impurity of a menstruating woman applies only with regard to 
sacrificial food but not with regard to teruma? 


The Gemara answers: Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak’ received the 
following explanation from Rav Nahman: The baraita means that 
this retroactive impurity applies to non-sacred food that was 
prepared according to the standards of purity of sacrificial food," 
but not to non-sacred food that was prepared according to the 
standards of purity of teruma. It does apply to teruma itself. 


§ With regard to a non-sacred food prepared according to the 
standards of purity of teruma, we learned in a mishna elsewhere 
(Halla 3:2): Ina case of dough where uncertainty developed as to 
whether it was ritually impure," if the uncertainty developed 
before it was kneaded, it may be prepared even in definite impu- 
rity, i.e., with impure vessels. If it developed after it was kneaded, 
it must be prepared in purity. 


The baraita elaborates: Before it was kneaded it may be prepared 
even in definite impurity because it is non-sacred food, and the 
halakha is that it is permitted to cause impurity to non-sacred 
food in Eretz Yisrael." After it was kneaded it must be prepared 
in purity, since non-sacred food that is untithed with regard to 
the obligation to separate halla, i.e., its halla has not yet been sepa- 
rated, is considered like halla, and it is prohibited to cause 
impurity to halla. 


It is taught in a baraita: 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak - pny? 3173 bnw a1: Rav Shmuel 
bar Rav Yitzhak was a second-generation amora who lived in Baby- 
lonia. His father, Rav Yitzhak was a great Torah scholar, in addition 
to being a man of great piety. Rav Shmuel, too, was known for his 
righteousness. It is told that he fulfilled the mitzva of giving joy to 
a bride and groom with particular zest. He was a disciple of Rav 
and he transmitted many of his statements. He was a student in the 


Sura yeshiva under the leadership of Rav Huna, and he engaged in 
Torah discussions with Rav Nahman. Despite being a noted scholar 
in Babylonia, toward the end of his life he emigrated to Eretz Yisrael 
where he joined the elite group of Rabbi Yohanan's disciples. It is 
told that upon his passing, God showed His respect in a spectacular 
manner, by causing a great pillar of fire to separate his body from 
the crowd of mourners. 
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And as the halla of this kneaded, untithed dough is in a state of 
uncertain purity, its status is suspended: It is neither eaten like ritu- 
ally pure halla, nor is it burned like impure halla. With regard to 

which uncertainty did they state this halakha? With regard to halla 

of uncertain status. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the 

concept of halla of uncertain status? This apparently indicates a 
scenario of possible ritual impurity that applies specifically to halla, 
not to non-sacred food. 


Abaye and Rava both say: One should not say that we learned this 
case of halla ofuncertain status among the cases of equal proofs, i.e., 
an unresolvable uncertainty, such as the case of two paths, where 
someone walked down one of two paths, one of which was ritually 
impure and the other ritually pure, and he does not remember 
which one he walked down. As there, even regular non-sacred 
food is also rendered ritually impure due to uncertainty. 


Rather, the uncertainty referred to here is similar to the less likely 
case of leaning, as we learned in a mishna (Zavim 3:2): In a case of 
a zav and a ritually pure person who were unloading a package 
from a donkey" or who were loading a package onto a donkey, 
when their package is heavy the pure person is rendered impure, 
as perhaps the zav leaned on him while they handled the package 
together. If their package is light, he remains pure. And in all those 
cases," he remains ritually pure" even if he is one of the members 
of a synagogue whose congregants handle non-sacred food accord- 
ing to the standards of sacrificial food, as this is not a true case of a 
zav moving a pure person. But he is impure with regard to matters 
involving teruma, by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara asks: And is non-sacred food that is untithed with 
regard to the obligation to separate halla really considered like 
halla to the extent that it is rendered impure even in a case of lean- 
ing? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to a woman who 
immersed that day and is waiting for nightfall for the purification 
process to be completed, she may separate halla: She may knead 
the dough," and separate its halla from it, and place the separated 
dough into a wicker basket? or a wooden board [beanhuta],\' and 
subsequently she may bring it near the rest of the dough," and she 
may then designate it halla by name. 


The baraita continues: The reason that this is allowed, despite her 
impurity, is because the dough is impure by third-degree ritual 
impurity, and an item that has third-degree impurity is considered 
pure with regard to non-sacred food." The Gemara concludes its 
question: And if you say that non-sacred food that is untithed with 
regard to the obligation to separate halla is considered like halla, 
then she should render it impure with her touch, just as she would 
render actual halla impure. 


A zav and a ritually pure person who were unloading a package 
from a donkey — Want ja ppa yaw vim ar: In the case of a zav 
and a pure person who were unloading a package from a donkey, 
or were loading a package onto a donkey, the following applies: If 
their package is a heavy one, the pure person is rendered ritually 
impure; if their package is light, he remains ritually pure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 8:9). 


A woman who immersed that day, she may knead the dough, 
etc. — aD toy me mw ov niya remy mwg: A woman who 
immersed that day due to a type of ritual impurity from which she 
will become fully ritually pure upon nightfall, may separate halla. 


HALAKHA 


She may knead the dough and separate a portion to be designated 
as halla; she may place it into a receptacle and bring it near the rest 
of the dough, and then she may then designate it halla by name. 
After she has designated it as halla she may no longer touch it, lest 
it become disqualified by contracting ritual impurity (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:17). 


Third-degree impurity is considered pure with regard to non- 
sacred food — pana vino nw: Something that has second- 
degree impurity does not render non-sacred items impure with 
third-degree impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
HaTumot 11:2). 


NOTES 


And in all those cases — tem: It is not entirely clear 
what exactly is included by this phrase in the baraita. 
The early commentaries disagree here. Some say that 
it is referring to both types of packages mentioned 

earlier, the heavy and the light package. Others main- 
tain that it is referring to those individuals listed earlier 
in that mishna (Zavim 3:2) who do not contract ritual 

impurity when moved by a zav. 


And in all those cases he remains ritually pure — 
puny thoy: A zav renders items impure by moving 
them. Since in this case, even if the ritually pure per- 
son was leaned on by the zav, he was not fully lifted 
or displaced by him, he remains ritually pure with 
regard to the stringency of handling non-sacred food 
according to the standards used for sacrificial foods 
(Mishneh Aharona). 


Into a wicker basket or a wooden board — nw933 
MIMIKA Ix: These items are not susceptible to ritual 
impurity. The commentaries note that there is really 
no need for this added stringency, since even a regu- 
lar receptacle does not contract third-degree ritual 
impurity and therefore it would not render the dough 
impure. The reason for this added step is simply to 
serve as a reminder (Rashi) that she is not entirely 
ritually pure and therefore she should take care not 
to touch the separated halla after she officially des- 
ignates it halla by name (Tosefot Hakhmei Angliyya). 


And subsequently she may bring it near the rest 
of the dough - napay: She draws the receptacle 
containing the separated dough near to the larger 
batch of dough because when one separates teruma 
and halla from produce or dough, there is a halakha 
to bring the separated part near to the produce or 
dough that it comes to exempt, ab initio (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 
Wicker basket [kefisha] — 7w»D5: A kefisha is a wicker 
basket. Some explain that it is a flask made from 
leather. It was used as a receptacle in the vineyard 
during the grape harvest, or inside the house for hold- 
ing dough during kneading. 


LANGUAGE 
Wooden board [anhuta] - xmina: This Aramaic 
word developed from the Hebrew term nahat, denot- 
ing an item on which things are placed. It is a simple 
receptacle that was made from wood according to 
some, and from hide according to others. 
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Abaye says: With regard to any item that when it is definitely 
impure renders non-sacred food impure, as in the case of the 
zav, the Sages issued a decree" that its uncertain impurity should 
also render non-sacred food items impure, due to its status as non- 
sacred food that is untithed with regard to halla. But with regard 
to this case of one who immersed that day, since even when she is 
definitely impure she does not render non-sacred food impure, 
they did not issue a decree that she should render that dough 
impure due to its status as non-sacred food that is untithed with 
regard to halla. 


The Gemara asks: But what about the twenty-four-hour period of 
retroactive impurity of a menstruating woman? As a definitely 
impure menstruating woman renders non-sacred food impure and 
nevertheless with regard to untithed dough the Sages did not issue 
a decree to treat her uncertain impurity as definite impurity due 
to the dough’s status as non-sacred food that is untithed with 
regard to halla. 


The Gemara cites its source for this claim: As the Master said: Rav 
Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak received from Rav Nahman: The retroac- 
tive impurity of a menstruating woman transmits impurity to non- 
sacred food items that were prepared according to the standards 

of purity of sacrificial food, but not to non-sacred food items that 

were prepared according to the standards of purity of teruma." It 

is assumed that the level of purity required for non-sacred food 

items prepared according to the standards required of teruma is the 

same as that of dough from which halla has not been separated, 
ie., it is not treated as real halla, which is rendered impure by her 

retroactive twenty-four-hour period of impurity. 


The Gemara answers: The level of purity required for non-sacred 
food items that were prepared according to the standards of purity 
of teruma is actually lower than the level required for dough from 
which halla has not been separated. The reason is that there, in 
the case of non-sacred food items, there is no actual teruma mixed 
in it. By contrast, here, in the case of untithed dough, there is 
teruma, i.e., halla, mixed in it, which will eventually be separated 
from this dough. 


If you wish, say instead: Leave aside the twenty-four-hour period 
of retroactive impurity" of a menstruating woman, as it applies by 
rabbinic law." One cannot raise a difficulty against the principle 
that untithed dough is treated with the same level of purity as halla 
from the case of the retroactive impurity of a menstruating woman, 
since that retroactive impurity is a rabbinic decree, and therefore 
there is more room for leniency. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to any item that when definitely impure renders 
non-sacred food impure the Sages issued a decree — xm dp 
ma pan KAVNA: If untithed dough is in a situation of uncertain 
impurity where, had the particular impurity been certain, it 
would have certainly rendered something non-sacred impure, 
the Sages issued a decree to treat that untithed dough with 
the same ritual stringency as halla itself. The dough must be 
prepared in ritual purity; halla is then taken from it and the ritual 
status of the halla remains suspended as it is neither eaten nor 


But not to non-sacred food items that were prepared accord- 
ing to the standards of purity of teruma — by Www pana x) 
mana nyy: The commentaries explain that at this point the 
Gemara assumes that dough that is untithed with regard to 
halla is treated like halla because it is prepared with same higher 
standards of ritual purity. This is similar to non-sacred food that 
is prepared according to the standards required for teruma and 
that is treated like teruma (Ritva). 


NOTES 


burned (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 11:16 
and Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 8:10). 


The twenty-four-hour period of retroactive impurity - nyn 
nyh: The twenty-four-hour period of retroactive impurity of a 
menstruating woman is a rabbinic decree, and therefore her 
impurity status during that period is viewed as uncertain (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:9). 


Leave aside the period of retroactive impurity as it applies by 
rabbinic law - p377 nyy nya mam: The early commentaries ask: 
n the case of leaning, where the zav leans on a pure person in 
he course of handling a package together, he is also impure by 
rabbinic law. What is the difference between that case and the 
retroactive impurity of a menstruating woman? They answer 
hat the retroactive impurity of a menstruating woman is more 
enient, as it was instituted as a general safeguard and there is 
no specific concern that she was previously impure. By contrast, 
in the case of uncertainty of the leaning zav there is a specific 
concern of actual impurity (Ritva). 
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MI S H N A Rabbi Eliezer’ says: Unlike the women with 


regard to whom it was taught that they trans- 
mit impurity retroactively, there are four women who discern men- 
strual blood and their time is sufficient," i.e., they transmit impu- 
rity only from the moment that they saw the blood: A virgin, a 
pregnant woman, a nursing woman, and an elderly woman. Rabbi 
Yehoshua’ says: I heard this halakha from my teachers only with 


regard to a virgin, 


Rabbi Eliezer - awh 931: This is the tanna Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Hyrcanus, also called Rabbi Eliezer the Great, who lived through 
the destruction of the Second Temple. Rabbi Eliezer was the son 
of a wealthy family that traced its lineage to Moses. He began to 
study Torah only at the age of twenty, when he went to Jerusa- 
lem to learn from Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai had great esteem for Rabbi Eliezer and considered 
him the greatest of his disciples, so much so that he claimed he 
was equal to all the Sages of Israel. Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
described Rabbi Eliezer as: A plastered well that does not lose 
a drop, and Rabbi Eliezer’s learning was based mostly on tradi- 
ions that he received from Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai. Rabbi 
Eliezer's approach differed from that of his teacher in that Rabbi 
Eliezer accepted the rulings of Beit Shammai. Rabbi Eliezer began 
o teach Torah before the destruction of the Temple and was 
among Rabban Yohanan's students who joined him in founding 
he great yeshiva in Yavne. 

Rabbi Eliezer married Imma Shalom, the sister of the Nasi, 
Rabban Gamliel of Yavne. Following a fundamental dispute 
between Rabbi Eliezer and the other Sages with regard to the 
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PERSONALITIES 


process of halakhic decision-making, Rabban Gamliel had him 
excommunicated. Rabbi Eliezer's colleagues were the other 
disciples of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, and in particular there 
are many recorded discussions between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua, who was Rabbi Eliezer’s closest colleague. His princi- 
pal student was Rabbi Akiva, but he taught other scholars in his 
generation as well. His son Hyrcanus was one of the talmudic 
Sages. 


Rabbi Yehoshua - yim a1: This is Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Hananya the Levite, one of the leading Sages in the generation 
following the destruction of the Second Temple. He served as 
one of the Levite singers in the Temple. After its destruction, he 
was among the students who followed their primary teacher, 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, to Yavne. Rabbi Yehoshua lived a 
life of poverty, working as a blacksmith, and was recognized by 
all as one of the leading Torah authorities. While he disagreed 
with Rabban Gamliel's rulings on several occasions, he ultimately 
accepted his authority as the Nasi. After Rabban Gamliel’s death, 
he served as a leader of the Sages. 


but the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 
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Who is the woman characterized as a virgin in this context? It is any 
woman who has not seen the flow of menstrual blood in all her 
days," even if she was married and has experienced bleeding as a 
result of intercourse consummating her marriage. The time of a 
pregnant woman is from the point in her pregnancy when the 
existence of her fetus is known" to all who see her. The time of a 
nursing woman is until she weans her child™ from nursing. If she 
stopped nursing, e.g., she gave her child to a wet nurse, weaned 
him from nursing, or her child died, and she saw menstrual blood, 
Rabbi Meir says: She transmits impurity for a twenty-four-hour 
period or from her most recent examination. And the Rabbis say: 
Even in those cases, her time is sufficient. 


HALAKHA 


A virgin is any woman who has not seen the flow of menstrual 
blood in all her days - pan ot ame} bw dp abana: When the 
Rabbis stated that a virgin who sees a menstrual flow is rendered 
ritually impure only going forward and not retroactively, they 
were referring to a woman who never before saw a discharge 
of menstrual blood. Even if she saw hymenal bleeding after 
her first intercourse or blood from childbirth, she is neverthe- 
less considered a virgin in this context (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:5 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 4:1). 


The time of a pregnant woman is from when the existence of 
her fetus is known — may yp Marya: A pregnant woman 
who sees a menstrual flow is rendered impure only from then 
on and not retroactively. This applies after three months of 


pregnancy when she is noticeably pregnant (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189:33). 


The time of a nursing woman is until she weans her child - 
many binm “Y Mpa: When the Rabbis declared that a nurs- 
ing woman who sees a flow of menstrual blood is impure 
only from that point on, and not retroactively, they included 
any woman within twenty-four months of childbirth in this 
category. Since this ruling is not given solely to women who 
are actually nursing, it applies even in a case where her child 
died, she weaned him from nursing, or she hired a wet nurse 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:4 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a189:33). 


HALAKHA 

There are four women who discern menstrual blood 
and their time is sufficient — jnyw 7 Dw? yar: There 
are four types of women who discern menstrual blood 
and their time is sufficient; that is, they transmit impurity 
only from the moment that they saw blood: A woman 
who has yet to experience menstrual bleeding, a pregnant 
woman, a nursing woman, and an elderly woman. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:1). 


NOTES 


There are four women who discern menstrual blood 
and their time is sufficient - jnyw pt ww) yarn: The 
commentaries explain that these four categories of 
women generally do not experience any flow of men- 
strual blood, and therefore there is no concern that they 
experienced a previous discharge and no reason to give 
them retroactive impurity status. 


— NOTES 

Until she weans her child - ma nyg binn “y: The Rabbis, 
who disagree with Rabbi Meir, maintain that a woman 
retains the status of a nursing woman for a full twenty-four 
months after childbirth, regardless of whether or not she 
is actually nursing. Their reasoning is that it takes that long 
for her body to recover fully from childbirth (Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura; Tosefot Yom Tov). 
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HALAKHA 


An elderly woman is any woman for whom three 
typical menstrual cycles of thirty days passed — 7371 
mip vow why nayw ds: An elderly woman who sees a 
menstrual flow is rendered i impure only from that point 
on and not retroactively. This applies to an older woman 
who is not offended when she is openly called an elderly 
woman and for whom three typical menstrual cycles 
had passed during which she saw no menstrual blood 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:4 and Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 41; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189:28). 


Her time is sufficient with regard to the first sighting 
of blood — AawxI TYNI ANY APT: A pregnant woman, 
a nursing woman, an elderly woman, and a virgin who 
saw one flow of menstrual blood are rendered impure 
only from that point on and not retroactively. If they see 
menstrual blood a second time, they assume the same 
impurity status as all women and are rendered impure 
retroactively. If that first sighting of menstrual blood was 
caused by unnatural circumstances, then such a woman 
does not assume retroactive impurity status upon her sec- 
ond sighting of menstrual blood (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 471; see Ra'avad and Kesef Mishne). 


NOTES 

You heard a halakhic ruling with regard to only one 
woman and | heard rulings with regard to many 
women - 7311 Kaea AKON xx nyw x TAS: This 
is in keeping with the known account of Rabbi Eliezer’s 
diligent, punctilious, and faithful ways. It is said that none 
of his colleagues ever preceded him into the study hall, 
nor did he ever exit before anyone else. And he never 
taught anything that he did not first hear from his teacher 
(Sukka 28a). 


LANGUAGE 
Shammuti- mma: Some explain this term as referring to 
shamta, excommunication, as Rabbi Eliezer was excom- 
municated (Rashi). Others explain that it refers to the fact 
that he was a student of Beit Shammai (Tosafot). 
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Who is the woman characterized as an elderly woman in this 
context? It is any woman for whom three typical menstrual cycles 
of thirty days passed" during which she saw no menstrual blood, 
at a stage of her life close to her old age. Rabbi Eliezer says: In 
the case of any woman for whom three typical menstrual cycles 
passed during which she saw no menstrual blood, if she then expe- 
riences bleeding, her time is sufficient. Rabbi Yosei says: With 
regard to a pregnant woman and a nursing woman for whom 
three typical menstrual cycles passed during which they saw no 
menstrual blood, if they then saw blood, their time is sufficient. 


And in the above cases, with regard to what did the tanna say her 
time is sufficient? It is with regard to the first sighting of blood," 
but with regard to the second sighting, her status is like that of 
any other woman, and she transmits impurity for a twenty-four- 
hour period or from her most recent examination. And if she saw 
the first sighting as a result of unnatural circumstances, even 
with regard to the second sighting, the halakha is that her time is 


sufficient. 
G E M A Rabbi Eliezer teaches in the mishna that 
there are four women who transmit impu- 
rity only from the moment that they saw menstrual blood, not 
retroactively. Rabbi Yehoshua said: I heard this halakha from my 
teachers only with regard to a virgin. The Gemara notes that it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Yehoshua: You 
did not hear, but I did hear it. In other words, you may not have 
received a tradition from your teachers with regard to any other 
woman, but I did receive such a tradition. Furthermore, you heard 
a halakhic ruling with regard to only one woman, and I heard 
rulings with regard to many women." 


Rabbi Eliezer continued his rebuttal with a metaphor from the 
practice of sanctifying the new moon, which required the testimony 
of witnesses: We do not say to one who had not seen the new 
moon to come and testify. Rather we give such an instruction only 
to he who saw it. Similarly, my opinion is weightier with regard to 
this issue, as I heard many rulings about the matter, whereas you 
did not. The Gemara reports: All the days of the life of Rabbi 
Eliezer, they would practice in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua, i.e., only a virgin would be exempt from retroac- 
tive impurity. After Rabbi Eliezer’s passing, Rabbi Yehoshua 
returned the matter to its former custom, which was to follow the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that they did not act in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer during his lifetime? 
The Gemara answers: Because Rabbi Eliezer was a Shammuti,' 
i.e., a follower of the rulings of Beit Shammai, and the halakha is 
generally in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel in their 
disputes with Beit Shammai. And the Sages held that if we act in 
accordance with his opinion in one matter, people will act in 
accordance with his opinion in other matters. 


And that would be a problem, as if so, then during his lifetime, due 
to the honor of Rabbi Eliezer, we will not be able to protest 
against them. But after Rabbi Eliezer’s passing, when we are able 
to protest against those who act in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer’s 
opinion in other matters, Rabbi Yehoshua returned the matter to 
its former custom of deciding the halakha in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in this matter. 


Q The Gemara mentions other instances in which the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. Rav Yehuda says 
that Shmuel says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer in four cases. One is the halakha that we just 
mentioned, of the four women who transmit ritual impurity only 
from the time of their sighting and onward. 
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And another is taught in a baraita with regard to a woman who 
experiences labor pain as a result of which she sees a flow of blood. 
Her discharge is attributed to childbirth rather than zava blood. The 
baraita asks: For how long must she be relieved from pain in order 
to be considered a zava due to her flow of uterine blood? She must 
have relief for a twenty-four-hour period. This is the statement 
of Rabbi Eliezer. And the halakha is in accordance with his 
statement. 


And another case in which the halakha follows Rabbi Eliezer is 
taught in a mishna (68b): A zav and a zava must observe seven days 
without a discharge in order to attain ritual purity. With regard toa 
zav’ or a zava? who examined themselves on the first day and 
found themselves to be pure, and they examined themselves on the 
seventh day and found themselves to be pure, but on the rest of 
the intervening days they did not examine themselves, Rabbi 
Eliezer says: The presumptive status of the zav and the zava is one 
of ritual purity. Rabbi Yehoshua says: In that case, the zav and the 
zava have counted only the first day and the seventh day, two of 
the seven clean days, and they must count another five days to 
complete the tally. 


The mishna continues: Rabbi Akiva says: Since any impure dis- 
charge that they might have experienced in between the first and 

seventh days would negate their count and require them to restart 
the seven-day period, the zav and the zava have counted only the 

seventh day, and must count another six days to complete the tally. 
And with regard to this dispute, it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Shimon and Rabbi Yosei say: The statement of Rabbi Eliezer 
appears more correct than the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua, and 

the statement of Rabbi Akiva appears more correct than the state- 
ment of all of them. But the halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


And the other case in which the halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Eliezer is as we learned in a mishna (Teharot 8:7): 
With regard to the exterior of vessels that contracted ritual impu- 
rity through contact with impure liquids," i.e., with liquids that had 

touched the carcass of a creeping animal, Rabbi Eliezer says, with 

regard to this impurity that applies by rabbinic law: These exteriors 

transmit impurity to liquids that come in contact with them, 
but they do not disqualify foods" with which they come into con- 
tact. The mishna elaborates: They transmit impurity to other liq- 
uids, and even non-sacred liquids. And they do not disqualify 
foods, and even teruma. Rabbi Yehoshua says: These exteriors 

transmit impurity to liquids and they disqualify teruma foods, 
as well. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: I derived my ruling via an a fortiori inference 
from the halakha of one who was ritually impure, who immersed 
that day and is waiting for nightfall for the purification process 
to be completed. And if one who immersed that day, who has 
second-degree ritual impurity status and therefore he does not 
transmit impurity to non-sacred liquids, nevertheless disqualifies 
teruma foods with which he comes into contact, then with regard 
to the exteriors of vessels, which do transmit impurity to non- 
sacred liquids, is it not logical that they should render teruma 
food disqualified? 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Eliezer, how does he refute this infer- 
ence? The Gemara answers: He would counter that the halakha that 
the exterior of vessels are rendered impure through contact with 
impure foods or liquids is by rabbinic law, and the halakhot of one 
who immersed that day apply by Torah law. And there is a prin- 
ciple that one does not apply a fortiori inferences to derive conclu- 
sions by rabbinic law from cases that apply by Torah law. As by 
Torah law impure foods do not transmit impurity to vessels, and 
similarly, impure liquids do not transmit impurity to vessels. 


BACKGROUND 


Zav - 31: The halakhot relating to the stringent ritual 
impurity caused by this condition appear in Leviticus, 
chapter 15, and in tractate Zavim. The zav becomes ritually 
impure as a result of secreting a white, pus-like discharge. 
A man who experiences this discharge on one occasion 
becomes ritually impure for one day, similar to a man 
who has discharged semen. If one experiences a second 
discharge on the same or the following day, or if the initial 
discharge is prolonged, he contracts the more severe 
ritual impurity of a zav, which lasts until he counts seven 
clean days. One who experiences a third discharge within 
the next day is obligated to bring an offering as part of 
his purification process. Not only does he become ritually 
impure, he also imparts ritual impurity through contact 
with vessels or people, by being moved by them, by 
moving them, and by lying or sitting on them. He also 
imparts impurity to items under a very heavy stone by 
sitting on the stone, although the stone itself does not 
thereby become impure. The fluids secreted by a zav, his 
saliva, urine, and semen, impart ritual impurity, and the 
articles on which he sits or lies become primary sources of 
ritual impurity and can themselves impart ritual impurity 
to other articles. 


Zava - 7131: A zava is a woman who experiences a flow of 
menstrual-type blood on three consecutive days during 
a time of the month when she is not due to experience 
menstrual bleeding. The first secretion makes her ritually 
impure, but until the third secretion her status is that of a 
woman who observes a day for a day, i.e., she needs only 
one clean day in order to be purified. After experienc- 
ing bleeding on the third day, the woman is considered 
a zava and is obligated to count seven clean days and 
bring an offering as part of her purification process. A 
zava imparts ritual impurity in the same way as a zav. 
A zav does not require three days to attain his halakhic 
status, as even after three secretions on one day he is 
considered to be a zav. Today, all women who experience 
menstrual bleeding are considered to have the status of 
zavot and must wait seven clean days before immersing 
ina ritual bath. 


HALAKHA 


The exterior of vessels that contracted ritual impu- 
rity through contact with impure liquids - »inw 
ppwia wapw avy: The exterior of a vessel that was 
rendered impure by contact with impure liquids then 
renders impure other liquids that come in contact with it, 
even if those liquids were non-sacred. They contract first- 
degree impurity and can therefore defile other vessels, 
which then become defiled with second-degree impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 7:5). 


They transmit impurity to liquids but they do not 
disqualify foods - nx poia PS) PPAT ox papa 
poate: By Torah law, impure food and drink that come 
in contact with the exterior of vessels do not render them 
impure. Nevertheless, as a safeguard against making a 
mistake with the secretions of a zav and zava, which do 
defile vessels according to Torah law, the Sages decreed 
that impure liquids render the exterior of vessels impure. 
Therefore, a vessel's exterior that was defiled by impure 
liquids will then render impure any other liquids that 
come in contact with it, even non-sacred liquids, but the 
impure exterior will not render impure foods that come 
into contact with it, even teruma (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 7:1- 6). 
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NOTES 


That a final halakha may not be learned directly from the 
Talmud - mn je] Geral pad pxw: Some commentaries 
write that this principle applies only to a ruling of halakha 
that conflicts with an accepted principle of deciding hala- 
khot. Otherwise, a halakha recorded in a mishna or baraita 
is accepted as the final halakha (Rashba). 
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The Gemara continues: And it was the Sages who issued a decree 
that the exterior of a vessel is rendered impure when it comes into 
contact with impure liquids, and they decreed that only liquids, 
not foods, are rendered impure when they come into contact with 
impure vessel exteriors. The reason for this is due to the liquids 
secreted by a zav or zava, e.g, their saliva and urine, which have a 
primary degree of ritual impurity and therefore transmit impurity 
to vessels. Consequently, with regard to liquids, which are apt to 
contract impurity, the Sages issued a decree that they contract 
impurity when they come in contact with these impure vessel exte- 
riors. But with regard to foods, which are not as apt to contract 
impurity, as they must first be rendered susceptible to impurity 
through contact with a liquid, the Sages did not issue such a decree 
with regard to them. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Rabbi Eliezer agrees that if the inte- 
rior of a vessel is rendered impure by contact with impure liquids, 
it renders impure any teruma foods that come into contact with it. 
But what is different about the exterior of vessels, that Rabbi 
Eliezer cited them as having a more lenient status? The Gemara 
answers: This is due to the fact that their halakhot are more lenient 
than those ofthe other parts ofthe vessel. As we learned ina mishna 
(Kelim 25:6): With regard to a vessel whose exterior was rendered 
impure by contact with impure liquids," its exterior is impure, 
while its others parts, such as its interior, its ear, i.e., its looped 
handle, its rim, the edge of the vessel that protrudes outward, and 
its handles, are pure. But ifits interior was rendered impure, it is 
all impure. 


These are the four cases with regard to which Shmuel said that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. The 
Gemara asks: What is Shmuel teaching us? In all of these cases 
we learned explicitly that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


And if you would say that he is teaching us the halakha with regard 
to the exterior of vessels, whose halakha we did not learn from the 
mishna, let Shmuel simply state that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer with regard to the exterior of 
vessels. The Gemara explains: Rather, this is what Shmuel teaches 
us: That a final halakha may not be learned directly from the 
Talmud," i.e., from a statement of a mishna or baraita that the hala- 
kha is in accordance with a specific opinion, unless the ruling is 
confirmed by amora’im. 


The Gemara asks: And is there nothing more that can be added to 
the list of cases in which the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer? But isn’t there another case that we 
learned in a mishna (Yevamot 109a): Two brothers married two 
sisters, one an adult and the other a minor. If the husband of the 
adult dies, the Torah obligation of levirate marriage applies to the 
other brother, which is not abrogated by the rabbinic prohibition 
of the yevama as the sister of his minor wife. In such a case, Rabbi 
Eliezer says: 


HALAKHA 


A vessel whose exterior was rendered impure by contact 
with impure liquids — ppwaa vyna xaviw 13: Impure liq- 
uids that fall into the airspace of a vessel will render the entire 
vessel impure with second-degree impurity. If the impure liquids 
fall on the exterior of the vessel, only the outside is defiled, while 
the interior of the vessel remains pure. This applies to both 
earthenware vessels and metal vessels. All of these rulings hold 


true with regard to questions of impurity involving non-sacred 
items or teruma. With regard to items of sacrificial sanctity, once 
a vessel's exterior is defiled it renders the entire vessel impure 
with second-degree impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She‘ar Avot HaTumot 7:3, and see Ra’avad, Kesef Mishne, and 
Lehem Mishne there). 
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We instruct the minor, i.e., the surviving brother’s wife, to refuse 
to continue to stay married to him" so that her marriage is dissolved, 
and he may then enter into levirate marriage with her adult sister, 
the widow of his childless brother. And Rav Yehuda says that 
Shmuel says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Fliezer. The Gemara explains: When Shmuel says that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in four 
cases, what he meant was four cases within Seder Teharot in the 
Mishna, the order that deals with ritual purity. But in the other 
orders, there are many instances where the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


The Gemara adds: This too stands to reason, as we learned in a 
mishna in the order of Zera’im (Halla 2:4) that Rabbi Eliezer says: 
Even with regard to one who removes loaves of bread? from an oven 
and places them in a basket," the basket serves to combine them 
to reach the quantity from which one is required to separate halla, 
despite the fact that each of the loaves does not contain the neces- 
sary measure for halla on its own. And Rav Yehuda says that 
Shmuel says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer. Conclude from this that Shmuel’s general statement 
applies only to Seder Teharot. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: The case of halla was cited as proof 
that there is an exception to Shmuel’s principle that there are only 
four cases where the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, after a difficulty was raised from the case of levirate 
marriage with the sister of one’s minor wife. But in what way is this 
case of halla greater proof than that case of the levirate marriage? 
Neither case appears in Seder Teharot. The Gemara answers: The 
case of the levirate marriage is different, as there Rabbi Elazar holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


As we learned in the mishna (Yevamot 11b): A yavam may perform 
levirate marriage with only one of his deceased brother’s wives. 
Once he does so, the other wives are forbidden to him, because they 
had been married to his brother. If a deceased brother had two wives, 
an adult and a minor, and the yavam engaged in sexual intercourse 
with the minor and then engaged in intercourse with the adult, the 
Rabbis maintain that he disqualifies the minor from staying married 
to him, as her levirate bond is uncertain, and the adult wife is also 
prohibited to him, because the levirate marriage with the minor is 
considered effective by rabbinic law. Rabbi Elazar says: The court 
instructs the minor to refuse him, thereby annulling her marriage 
retroactively, and he may then perform levirate marriage with the 
adult. Accordingly, the case of halla is a stronger example, as there 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
exclusively, as his opinion is not supported by another tanna. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Elazar in fact hold in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer? But doesn’t the Gemara ( Yeva- 
mot ub) explain that both the opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 

Elazar are necessary, as they apply to different cases, and therefore 

they are not comparable to each other? The Gemara suggests a 

new answer: Rather, the ruling with regard to levirate marriage is a 

weaker example of a case where the halakha is in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer because Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava 

holds in accordance with his opinion. 


HALAKHA 


One who removes loaves of bread from an oven and places 
them in a basket — b9} pin mind: If one kneads together an 
amount of dough that is less than the requisite amount required 
to necessitate the separation of halla, and he then bakes it and 


places it into a basket along with brea 


dough that was baked separately, the basket serves to combine 
them to reach the requisite quantity and he must then separate 
halla from them (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:16; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 325:1). 

d from another such 


NOTES 

We instruct the minor to refuse him — mappa ny prada 
ja gam: Rashi explains that this is referring to a case of 
two brothers who married two sisters, one adult and one a 
minor who was orphaned and married off by her mother or 
brother. The husband of the older sister passed away child- 
less, thereby rendering her a yevama who must be married 
or perform halitza with his brother, her sister's husband. 
This levirate marriage is barred by the prohibition against 
marrying one's wife's sister. To resolve this problem, the 
court instructs the wife, who is a minor, to dissolve her mar- 
riage by refusing to continue living with her husband. This 
enables the yevama to marry her late husband's brother. 


BACKGROUND 

One who removes loaves of bread — 77177: Ovens in tal- 
mudic times were made of earthenware. Dough would be 
inserted into the oven through special openings and stuck 
to its walls for baking. Removal of bread from the walls was 
done with a long, narrow paddle. Its length would allow 
for sticking the dough deep in the oven where its heat was 
most intense, and for turning the dough when necessary, 
as well as moving it to different locations within the oven. 


Brick oven and paddle 
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HALAKHA 


The court persuades minor girls to refuse to continue 
living with their husbands — niapi ny Dawiaaw: There 
are certain cases where the court will persuade a minor 
orphan who was married off by her brother or mother 
o perform refusal and annul her marriage, for example, 
in a case where someone marries a deaf-mute woman 
and a minor. If he dies without children, since marriage 
o either will not exempt her rival wife, the court per- 
suades the minor to perform refusal, thereby allowing 
him to enter into a levirate marriage with the deaf-mute 
woman. Another case is where two brothers marry two 
sisters, one an adult and the other a minor. If the hus- 
band of the adult sister dies without children, the court 
persuades the minor to perform refusal, thereby allow- 
ing him to enter into a levirate marriage with the adult 
sister. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer and the testimony of Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Bava (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 
5:30, 7:15; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 171:1, 175:11). 


One may allow a woman to marry based on the tes- 
timony of one witness - 1Y +9 Sy ment me prow 
‘nx: If a woman's husband traveled overseas and she 
hears of his death and wishes to remarry, she may marry 
based upon the testimony of one witness (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 12:15; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 17:3). 


A rooster was stoned in Jerusalem for killing a person — 
wast ms any by ohw bian pps: A bird that kills a 

person is killed by stoning (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot 
Nizkei Mamon 10:2). 


The daily morning offering that was sacrificed at four 
hours - niyw yaga sapw anw Sw swan: Although the 
daily morning offering is sacrificed before sunrise, in 
exigent circumstances it may be sacrificed until the end 
of the fourth hour of the day (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Temidin UMusafin 1:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Rooster — Biana: A rooster is considered to be an 
aggressive creature. A wild rooster tends to rage against 
other roosters that tread on its turf, and at times they 
attack other species as well. Some strains of roosters are 
especially aggressive and are trained to be violent, such 
as those raised to be fighting cocks. It is possible for a 
rooster to kill a person, particularly a baby, by pecking 
his head. 


bere 


Roosters fighting, detail from Roman mosaic 
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As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava testified about 
five matters of halakha: Normally, marriage refusals of girls married 
off by their mother or brothers are discouraged. Yet, in specific 
instances where it is clear that if the marriage were to remain in effect 
it would engender problems related to levirate marriage and halitza, 
the court persuades minor girls to refuse to continue living with 
their husbands," thereby resolving the complications involved in the 
case. 


And he also testified that one may allow a woman who seeks to 
remarry after hearing of her husband’s death to marry based on 
the testimony of one witness," as opposed to the two witnesses 
required for other matters of testimony. And he further testified that 
a rooster’ was stoned to death in Jerusalem for killing a person, ™ 
in order to teach that the Torah law requiring the stoning of an ox 
that killed a person (see Exodus 21:28) applies to other animals as 
well. And he testified about forty-day-old wine that was used for 
libation on the altar." And finally, he testified about the daily 
morning offering that was sacrificed at four hours" of the day. 


The Gemara concludes its proof: When the baraita teaches that 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava testified that the court persuades minor girls 
to refuse to continue living with their husbands, what is the signifi- 
cance of the reference to minor girls in the plural? Is this not refer- 
ring to the one minor girl who is the subject of the ruling of Rabbi 
Elazar and the other one that is the subject of the ruling of Rabbi 
Eliezer? Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in the case of the minor’s refusal. 
If so, this ruling is a weaker proof that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in cases outside of Seder Teharot. 
The Gemara answers: No, what is meant by the plural: Minor girls? 
It means minor girls in general, i.e., all minor girls in such cases 
where the ruling of Rabbi Elazar applies. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, with regard to the halakha listed in 
the baraita that one may allow a woman to marry based on the 
testimony of one witness, let it also teach: Women, in the plural, 
and we will say that it is referring to women in general. Rather, 
from the fact that here it teaches: A woman, and yet here it teaches: 
Minor girls, conclude from this discrepancy that Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Bava is teaching his ruling specifically about two minor girls: The 
one who is the subject of Rabbi Elazar’s ruling and the one who is 
the subject of Rabbi Eliezer’s ruling. The Gemara comments: Indeed, 
conclude from it that Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


NOTES 


And he testified that a rooster was stoned i in n Jerusalem for kill- 
(Berakhot 27a) enti that ae rooster eed. at the soft spot of 
a baby’s skull and punctured it. It was stoned in accordance with 
the halakha of an ox that gores and kills a person, as it is written: 
“But if the ox was wont to gore in time past, and warning has been 
given to its owner, and he has not kept it in, but it has killed a man 
or a woman, the ox shall be stoned” (Exodus 21:29). 


And he testified about forty-day-old wine that was used for 
libation on the altar - naam 34 oy ‘JOIN OP OAK ja] by: 
Wine from the presses that has not finished fermenting i is unfit 
for a libation on the altar. All wine under forty-days old is in this 
category (Rashi). 


And about the daily morning offering that was sacrificed at 
four hours - niyy yawa spy anw Sw man dy: There are 
different explanations as to when this event occurred. Some say 
that this is referring to the early days of the First Temple, when 


King Shlomo married Pharaoh's daughter. He stayed up the whole 
night and slept in the daytime until the fourth hour while the 
keys to the Temple lay under his head. It was then that the Sages 
declared that the morning daily offering may still be sacrificed, 
even in the fourth hour of the day (Rashi on Mishlei 31:1; Tosafot 
on Menahot 64b). Others say that this incident occurred in the 
Second Temple period, when the Hasmonean kings were wag- 
ing war on each other and Jerusalem was under siege. Each day, 
those on the inside would lower down the walls two baskets of 
gold and those on the outside would send up two sheep for the 
daily offerings. One day those on the outside sent up two goats 
instead and the people inside thought they would be unable 
to sacrifice the daily offering, but they providentially found two 
inspected lambs left in the Chamber of the Lambs. It was at that 
time that Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava testified that the morning daily 
offering can be brought at the fourth hour (Josafot on Menahot 
64b; Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, Eduyyot 6:1; Rav 
Ovadya Bartenura on Eduyyot 6, citing the Jerusalem Talmud, 
Berakhot, chapter 4). 
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§ And similarly, Rabbi Elazar says: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in four cases. The Gemara asks: 
Andare there no more? But didn’t we learn in a mishna that Rabbi 
Eliezer says: The court instructs the minor to refuse to stay mar- 
ried to him, and Rabbi Elazar said: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer? The Gemara adds: And if you 
would say that when Rabbi Elazar said that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in four cases, he meant 
four cases within Seder Teharot, but in the other orders of the 
Mishna there are many cases, are there really other such cases? 


But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Shevi’it 7:6) that the halakha of 
the following fragrant plants: The rose,” the henna,’ the rockrose,® 
and the balsam,’ is that they have the sanctity of the Sabbatical 
Year," and money exchanged for them has the sanctity of the Sab- 
batical Year. Additionally, they have the halakha of eradication and 
money exchanged for them has the halakha of eradication. And 
with regard to this mishna, Rabbi Pedat said: Who is the tanna who 
taught that balsam has the status of a fruit, and is not merely sap, 
and therefore it has the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year? It is Rabbi 
Eliezer. 


The Gemara continues: And Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Pedat: One 
can see that from you and from your father, i.e., between the two 
of you, you have permitted balsam to the world, since the ruling 
of Rabbi Eliezer is certainly not accepted. As you said: Who is the 
tanna who taught that balsam has the status of a fruit? It is Rabbi 
Eliezer. And your father, Rabbi Elazar, said that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in only four cases. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: And ifit is so, that Rabbi Elazar 
was referring only to Seder Teharot, then let Rabbi Pedat say to 
Rabbi Zeira: When my father said that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in four cases, he meant 
only four cases within Seder Teharot, but in the other orders there 
are other such cases. From the fact that Rabbi Pedat did not reply 
in this manner, evidently there are no cases in the other orders of 
the Mishna where, according to Rabbi Elazar, the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rose — 1): Referring to any of several species of the genus Rosa, 
this plant is used for decoration due to its beautiful, fragrant 
flower and for training onto fences due to its sharp thorns. Roses 
also grow wild on several continents. Other minor uses of the 
rose include medicinal use of oils produced from it and use of 


the fruit, called a rose hip, for food. 


Rose hips 


Henna - 1913: Henna, Lawsonia inermis, is also called kopro 
in Akkadian, or xbzpog, kupros, in Greek. It is native to North 
Africa and western Asia, and in Eretz Yisrael it is grown in the 
Jordan Valley. It has yellow or white blossoms that are arranged 
in clusters. Henna dye is produced from crushed henna leaves 
and is traditionally used in certain cultures to color hair or create 


decorative patterns on the skin. 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 


The rose, the henna, the rockrose, and the balsam, they 
have sanctity of the Sabbatical Year — pivbm wis THT 
“yaw im w»: Even though the rose, henna, and rock- 
rose are not classic fruit, nevertheless, they have sanctity in 
the Sabbatical Year, and money exchanged for them has 
sanctity as well. Sap that comes from the balsam tree is not 
considered its fruit unless it is a barren tree, in which case 
even its leaves and shoots are considered like its fruit and 
have sanctity in the Sabbatical Year (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 7:19, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


Henna tree 


Henna design on hand 


Rockrose — Dioh: This is the same as the /ot plant mentioned 
in the Torah (Genesis 37:25), where the Ishmaelites who bought 
Joseph were carrying their “spices and balm and /ot” down to 
Egypt. Some identify this plant as a member of the genus Cistus, 
known as the rockrose, shrubs with large white- or yellow- 
tinted flowers that grow in the mountains of Israel. Rockroses 
are sources of the resin known as labdanum, which was prized 
in antiquity for its scent and medicinal properties. 


Sage-leaved rockrose 


Balsam - Mp: The Arabian balsam tree, Commiphora gilead- 
ensis, is the source of balsam, known in biblical and rabbinic 
Hebrew as tzori, a resinous sap used in the incense mixture 
offered in the Temple (see Karetot 6a). 
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The Gemara asks: But that case, where the amora Rabbi Elazar said 
that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
with regard to persuading a minor to refuse to stay married to her 
husband, is difficult. This apparently conflicts with the statement 
that there are only four cases in which Rabbi Elazar rules in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. The Gemara answers: There 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer only 
because the tanna Rabbi Elazar holds in accordance with his 
opinion. As we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Elazar says: The 
court instructs the minor to refuse to stay married to him, thereby 
annulling her marriage retroactively. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Elazar hold in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in that case of the minor? But doesn’t 
the Gemara in Yevamot explain that both the opinions of Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Elazar are necessary, and therefore they are not 
comparable to each other? Rather, the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in that case because Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Bava holds in accordance with his opinion, as explained 
earlier. 


The Gemara asks: And are there no more cases in which Rabbi 
Elazar maintains that the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi 
Eliezer? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Berakhot 33a): One recites 
the prayer of distinction between the holy and the profane [havdala], 
said in the evening prayer following Shabbat and festivals, in the 
fourth blessing of the Amida prayer: Who graciously grants knowl- 
edge. Rabbi Akiva says: One recites havdala as a fourth blessing 
by itself. Rabbi Eliezer says that one recites it in the blessing of 
thanksgiving. And with regard to this dispute, Rabbi Elazar says: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rabbi Abba said, in explanation: That case is different, as that is not 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer himself. Rather, he stated that ruling 
in the name of Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel, as it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Akiva says: One recites havdala as a fourth 
blessing by itself; Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel’ says: One recites it 
in the blessing of thanksgiving. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel — Dyba xaa: Rabbi Hanina 
ben Gamliel was the son of the Nasi Rabban Gamliel of Yavne, 
and his lifetime spanned the fourth and fifth generations of 
tanna'im. He probably learned Torah from both his father and 
Rabbi Tarfon, but he would also discuss matters of halakha with 
the students of Rabbi Akiva. His rulings on matters of halakha 
are reported by his brother Rabbi Yehuda ben Gamliel, by the 


amora Rabbi Abbahu, and by others. Being from a distinguished 
family, he was very strict with the members of his household 
(Gittin 7a). He apparently died young (Bava Kamma 83a) and 
therefore never became the Nasi himself, despite having been 
the elder child; instead, his brother Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
was the Nasi. 


KYY IND APD WEP XT 
DAA 12 IIB SPT DWA 
woot 


The Gemara asks: But wasn’t Rabbi Eliezer much older than Rabbi 

Hanina ben Gamliel?" How could Rabbi Eliezer have cited the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel? The Gemara answers: Rather, the 

reason Rabbi Elazar ruled that the halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in that case was because Rabbi Hanina 

ben Gamliel held in accordance with his opinion. 


NOTES 


But wasn't Rabbi Eliezer much older than Rabbi Hanina ben 
Gamliel - xa maa W!P KM: Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel was 
a fourth-generation tanna who lived in the post-Temple period. 
He was the son of Rabban Gamliel and the older brother of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, the two of whom served con- 
secutively as the heads of the academy at Yavne. By contrast, 


Rabbi Eliezer was a second-generation tanna who studied 
under Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai during the period before 
the destruction of the Temple. He was married to Imma Shalom, 
Rabban Gamliel’s sister, and therefore was Rabbi Hanina ben 
Gamliel’s uncle (Rashi). 
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And does Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel really hold in accordance 
with Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
On the night of Yom Kippur, one prays seven blessings in the 
Amida prayer" and confesses; in the morning prayer, one prays 
seven blessings and confesses; in the additional prayer, one 
prays seven blessings and confesses; in the afternoon prayer, one 
prays seven blessings and confesses; and in the ne’ila prayer, 
one also prays seven blessings and confesses. For the evening 
prayer at the conclusion of Yom Kippur, one prays seven blessings 
in an abridged version of the eighteen blessings" of the weekday 
Amida prayer. One recites the first three blessings, the final three, 
and a middle blessing that includes an abbreviated form of the other 
weekday blessings. 


Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel says in the name of his forefathers: 
One recites the complete eighteen blessings, due to the fact that 
he is required to recite havdala" in the fourth blessing of the 
Amida: Who graciously grants knowledge. Havdala cannot be 
inserted into the abridged version. Evidently, Rabbi Hanina ben 
Gamliel does not agree with Rabbi Eliezer’s ruling that one recites 
havdala in the blessing of thanksgiving, one of the final three bless- 
ings of the Amida prayer. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says in explana- 
tion: Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel said this opinion in the name of 
his forefathers, but he himself does not hold accordingly. 


§ Earlier, Rabbi Zeira questioned the claim of Rabbi Pedat, son 
of Rabbi Eliezer, that the Sage who holds that balsam is considered 
to be fruit and therefore has the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year is 
Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira: And you? Do 
you not hold that the tanna who taught that balsam sap has the 
status of fruit is Rabbi Eliezer? As, didn’t we learn in a mishna 
(Orla 1:7) that Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to one who curdles 
cheese in the sap of orla," the cheese is prohibited, as the sap is 
considered to be fruit of the tree. 


The Gemara answers: You may even say that the mishna that deals 
with balsam is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. As 
the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer only with regard to 
the sap of the tree," but in the case of the sap of the fruit they 
agree with him. As we learned in a mishna (Orla 1:7) that Rabbi 
Yehoshua said: I heard explicitly that in the case of one who 
curdles cheese in the sap of the leaves or the sap of the roots of 
an orla tree, the cheese is permitted. But if it is curdled in the sap 
of unripe figs it is prohibited, because that sap is considered to 
be fruit. 


And if you wish, say instead: When the Rabbis disagree with 
Rabbi Eliezer, it is with regard to a tree that bears fruit. But in 
the case of a tree that does not bear fruit, they agree that its sap 
is considered to be its fruit. As we learned in a mishna (Shevi'it 
7:6) that Rabbi Shimon says: The sanctity of the Sabbatical Year 
does not apply to sap. And the Rabbis say: The sanctity of the 
Sabbatical Year does apply to sap, because its sap is its fruit. 


The Gemara explains the proof: Who are these Rabbis? Are they 
not the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Eliezer? If so, this dem- 
onstrates that they agree in the case of a tree that does not bear fruit. 
The Gemara rejects this proof: A certain elder said to Rabbi Zeira 
that this is what Rabbi Yohanan says: Who are the Rabbis in this 
mishna? It is Rabbi Eliezer, who said that its sap is considered to 
be its fruit. 


For the evening prayer one prays seven blessings in an abridged 
version of the eighteen blessings — naw pya yaw Soon mawa 
iM Wy: Rashi explains that one recites the first three blessings, the 
final three, and a middle blessing that includes an abbreviated 
form of the other weekday blessings. This middle blessing begins 


NOTES 


with the words: Grant us understanding, and it was formulated as 
a special prayer for wayfarers who do not have time to pray a full 
Amida. Rashi explains that the Sages abbreviated the post-Yom 
Kippur evening services because the people were waiting to break 
their full-day fast. 


HALAKHA 


On the night of Yom Kippur one prays seven bless- 
ings in the Amida prayer - Yoana DDT OP TK 
yaw: On the night of Yom Kippur, one prays seven 
blessings in the Amida prayer: The three first bless- 
ings, the final three, and a middle blessing featuring 
the themes of the day (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 2:7). 


One recites the complete eighteen blessings due 
to the fact that he is required to recite havdala — 
nyan wath pasy vn mwy ninw ham: On the 
evening after Yom Kippur, during the evening prayer, 
one prays the eighteen complete blessings of the 
Amida and includes havdala in the fourth blessing: 
Who graciously grants knowledge. This halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben 
Gamliel, in the name of his forefathers (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 624:1; see Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 2:12). 


One who curdles cheese in the sap of orla - Tayan 
aby ‘was: If one curdles cheese in the sap of orla, 
the cheese is prohibited. Even though it is a type of 
food mixed with food not of its own kind, and even 
if it is a tiny amount, it is still prohibited and it is not 
nullified by the majority of permitted food. This is the 
halakha only when the sap is used as a curdling agent, 
because it is then that its effect is felt throughout the 
cheese (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 16:26). 


The Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer only with 
regard to the sap of the tree - 4231 who xb xD Wy 
ssi mat aupa xox aby ant mboy: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
that sap that flows from trees or from tree trunks does 
not have sanctity in the Sabbatical Year. There are two 
cases where the Rabbis agree and the halakha there 
follows the unanimous opinion. One is with regard 
to sap that flows from unripe figs, where all agree 
that it does have sanctity of the Sabbatical Year, and 
money exchanged for the sap also has sanctity. And 
the other case is with regard to sap that flows from 
barren trees that bear no fruit. In that case, all agree 
that the sap is considered like its fruit and it has the 
sanctity of the Sabbatical Year (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 7:19-20). 
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BACKGROUND 

Virgin sycamore - mpv nana: The sycamore, Ficus 
sycomorus, is a tall and wide tree that is a species of fig. 
Even though a sycamore’s fruits are edible, it is predomi- 
nantly cultivated for its wood, because beams made from 
the sycamore are strong, relatively light, and generally 
free from imperfections found in other wood. Typically, 
a sycamore is left to grow until it reaches a significant 
height and then it is chopped down. The remaining part 
of the tree grows again and is chopped down again 
every few years. 


Sycamore tree 


Sycamore fruit 


NOTES 


As long as she has not engaged in intercourse, etc. — 
^D) Twa xow yar bs: The early commentaries note that 
these practical differences do not apply exclusively to 
a woman who has engaged in sexual intercourse, as 
even a woman whose hymen was torn accidentally is 
prohibited to marry a High Priest and her marriage con- 
tract is likewise less than two hundred dinars. Rather, the 
Gemara is referring to any woman who has not engaged 
in intercourse or any physical incident that resulted in the 
same effect (Ramban; Rashba; Ritva). 
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The Gemara asks: If it is the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, why are they 
specifically discussing the case of a tree that does not bear fruit? 
Even in the case of a tree that does bear fruit, Rabbi Eliezer main- 
tains that its sap is like its fruit. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Eliezer 
stated his opinion to them in accordance with the statement of 
the Rabbis themselves, as follows: According to my opinion, even 
with regard to a tree that bears fruit, its sap is also considered 
to be its fruit. But according to your opinion, you should at 
least agree with me in the case of a tree that does not bear fruit, 
that its sap is considered to be its fruit. And the Rabbis said in 
response to Rabbi Eliezer: It is no different. Sap is not considered 
fruit whether it comes from a fruit-bearing tree or a barren tree. 


§ The mishna teaches: Who is the woman characterized as a virgin 
in this context? It is any woman who did not see the flow of men- 
strual blood in all her days, even ifshe was married and experienced 
bleeding resulting from intercourse consummating her marriage. 
The Sages taught: If she was married and she saw a flow of blood 
due to her marriage," i.e., blood resulting from the tearing of her 
hymen; or if she gave birth and saw blood due to the birth, I still 
call her a virgin in this context. The reason is that when they said: 
Virgin here, they meant a menstrual blood virgin, i.e., one who did 
not yet see a menstrual flow, and not a hymen-blood virgin, i.e., 
one who did not experience bleeding from a torn hymen. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rav Kahana say that a Sage 
taught: There are three types of virgins: A virgin human, virgin 
ground, and a virgin sycamore.’ A virgin human is a woman for 
as long as she has not engaged in intercourse." The relevance of 
this designation is that only a virgin is permitted to marry a High 
Priest (see Leviticus 21:13-14 ). Alternatively, the relevance is that 
her marriage contract is two hundred dinars, instead of the one 
hundred dinars in the marriage contract of a non-virgin. 


Virgin ground is ground for as long as it has not been worked. 
The relevance of this designation is with regard to the rough 
dried-up stream mentioned in the Torah. When the corpse of a 
murder victim is found between two towns and the murderer is 
unknown, the Torah states that a heifer’s neck is broken in a place 
that was not worked. Alternatively, the relevance is with regard to 
buying and selling. If one stipulates that he is buying virgin land, 
it is defined as land that has never been worked. 


Finally, a virgin sycamore is a sycamore for as long as it has not 
been felled, i.e., cut to promote growth. The relevance of this 
designation is with regard to buying and selling. If one stipulates 
that he is buying virgin sycamore, it is defined as one that has never 
been felled. Alternatively, the relevance is with regard to the pro- 
hibition against felling it in the Sabbatical Year, as we learned in 
a mishna: (Shevi’it 4:5): One may not fell a virgin sycamore in 
the Sabbatical Year," because it is considered work, as this pro- 
motes the growth of the tree. The Gemara explains its question: 
And if it is so, that there is a concept of a virgin from menstrual 
blood, let the tanna of this baraita also teach this type of virgin. 


HALAKHA 


If she was married and she saw a flow of blood due to her 
marriage - 13) pri nan ov ala DNU): A virgin who expe- 
riences a menstrual flow is impure only from then on and does 
not assume retroactive impurity status. A virgin in this context 
is defined as a woman who had never before seen a menstrual 
flow, even if she had experienced bleeding due to a torn hymen 
after her first act of intercourse or in the course of childbirth 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:5 and Sefer Tahara, 


Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:1). 


One may not fell a virgin sycamore in the Sabbatical Year — px 
mwv mpe nana pxyip: One may not fell, i.e., cut to promote 
growth, a virgin sycamore in the Sabbatical Year as he does dur- 
ing other years because it is considered working the tree, as 
cutting it down promotes the growth of the tree. If he needs its 
wood, he may trim off branches in an unusual manner that differs 
from the standard method of cutting for growth (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 1:21). 
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The Gemara cites several answers. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: 
When the Sage teaches the list of virgins, he includes only an item that 
does not have a modifier, but he does not teach an item that has a 
modifier. A virgin human, virgin land, and a virgin sycamore can be 
referred to without another modifier. Conversely, a virgin with regard 
to menstrual blood cannot be referred to simply by the unmodified 
term: Virgin. Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, says: When the Sage teaches 
the list of virgins, he includes only an item that is dependent upon 
an outside action, e.g., intercourse in the case of a human virgin or 
felling in the case of a virgin sycamore. But he does not teach an item 
that is not dependent upon an outside action, such as a woman’s 
menstrual flow. 


Rabbi Hanina, son of Rav Ika says: When the Sage teaches the list of 
virgins, he includes only an item that will not later revert to its original 
state. But he does not teach an item that will later revert to its original 
state, such as a woman’s menstrual flow that ceases when she reaches 
old age. Ravina says: When the Sage teaches the list of virgins, he 
includes only an item about which a buyer is particular, such as one 
who purchases a virgin sycamore tree. But he does not teach an item 
about which a buyer is not particular, e.g., a woman's menstrual blood. 


The Gemara asks: And is a buyer, i.e., a potential husband, not particu- 
lar about her menstrual blood? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Hiyya says: Just as leaven is fortuitous for dough, so too, blood 
is fortuitous for a woman; and it is taught in another baraita in the 
name of Rabbi Meir: Any woman whose blood is plentiful, her chil- 
dren are plentiful? A potential husband would certainly be particular 
about this factor. The Gemara provides an alternative answer: Rather, 
when the Sage teaches the list of virgins, he includes only an item that 
buyers are eager to purchase. But he does not teach an item that buy- 
ers are not eager to purchase, e.g., a woman without menstrual blood. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: What is virgin ground? It is any ground 
that raises up hard clumps of earth and whose dirt is not loose. If one 
finds a shard of earthenware in the earth, it is thereby known that it 
was once worked and is not virgin ground. If one finds hard rock, it is 
virgin ground. 


§ The mishna teaches: The time of a pregnant woman is sufficient 
from the point in her pregnancy when the existence of her fetus is 
known to all who see her. The Gemara asks: And how much time must 
pass for the fetus to be known? Sumakhos says in the name of Rabbi 
Meir: Three months.’ And although there is no explicit proof for 
the matter, that a fetus is discernable after three months of pregnancy, 
there is an allusion to the matter, as it is stated: “And it came to pass 
about three months after, that it was told to Judah, saying: Tamar your 
daughter-in-law has played the harlot” (Genesis 38:24). 


The Gemara asks: Why does Rabbi Meir call this a mere allusion to the 
matter? An explicit verse is written, and that is a significant proof. 
The Gemara answers: It is only an allusion because there are some 
women who give birth after nine months and there are others who 
give birth after seven months. Although the verse indicates that a fetus 
is known to all after three months, it is possible that this applies only 
to a nine-month pregnancy. Since in the case of a nine-month preg- 
nancy the fetus is recognizable after a third of the full term, with regard 
to a seven-month pregnancy, the fetus would likewise be noticeable 
after a third of the full pregnancy, i.e., at two and one-third months. 
Therefore, Rabbi Meir teaches that in all cases the fetus is known only 
after three months. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a woman who had a 
presumptive status that she was pregnant and she saw blood, and 
afterward she miscarried air,” or anything that is not a viable 
fetus, she retains her presumptive status, and therefore her time is 
sufficient from that flow of blood, i.e., it renders her impure only from 
then on, not retroactively, as even a non-viable fetus gives her full 
pregnancy status. 


NOTES 


And how much time must pass for the fetus to be 
known...three months — mD.. ADYT MTI TAD) 
Tn: The later authorities discuss the application 
of this halakha in contemporary times. Since mod- 
ern pregnancy tests can determine pregnancy well 
before the three-month mark, perhaps this halakha 
should apply to a woman as soon as she has a posi- 
tive test, especially in light of the fact that woman 
nowadays generally stop seeing all menstrual blood 
as soon as they become pregnant (see /ggerot Moshe; 
Shevet HaLevi. Yosef Da‘at). 


HALAKHA 

And how much time must pass for the fetus to 
be known...three months — ....aiya M137 721 
DoT aww: The pregnant woman whose time is 
sufficient, for whom a flow of blood does not render 
her ritually impure retroactively, is one whose fetus 
is known to all. This occurs at the end of the third 
month of pregnancy, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 9:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 189:33). 


Afterward she miscarried air, etc. — aber Px 
nd m: If a woman had a presumptive status that 
she was pregnant and she saw a flow of blood, and 
afterward she miscarried air, or anything that is not 
a viable fetus, she retains her presumptive status and 
her time is sufficient (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:1). 


BACKGROUND 

She miscarried air - m3 mbar: Sometimes, due 
to psychological or physical factors, a woman may 
experience a false, or phantom, pregnancy. In such 
a case, the woman may feel her uterus expand, her 
period may stop, and sometimes she may experi- 
ence labor pains, even though there is no fetus. This 
is what the Gemara is referring to when it says she 
miscarried air. 
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HALAKHA 


She saw blood and only afterward her fetus became 
known — FIY DAT 72 0%) AN: If a pregnant 
woman saw menstrual blood and it was only afterward 
that her fetus became known, she assumes retroac- 
tive impurity status like any normal woman. This is in 
accordance with Rabbi Zeira's answer to Rabbi Yirmeya's 
question (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mish- 
kav UMoshav 4:1). 
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And even though there is no explicit proof for this matter, that 

even a pregnancy that ends in a miscarriage is like a full-fledged 

pregnancy, there is an allusion to the matter, as it is stated: “We 

have been with child, we have been in pain, we have as it were 

brought forth wind” (Isaiah 26:18). This verse indicates that even 

one who miscarries wind is considered as having been with child. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason that this is called a mere allu- 
sion to the matter? This explicit verse is a significant proof. The 

Gemara answers: When that verse was written, it was written with 

regard to males as bearing children. The allusion to child-bearing 

in the verse is symbolic, so halakhic inferences may not be drawn 

from it. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a baraita: Ifa woman 
experienced labor pain for two days, during which she saw a dis- 
charge of blood, and on the third day she miscarried air or any- 
thing that is not a viable fetus, that woman gives birth as a zava, 
and the blood is treated as blood of a zava in all regards. The Gemara 
explains the contradiction: And if you say that miscarrying a 
non-viable fetus is considered a proper birth, this is problematic, 


as with regard to blood emitted while experiencing labor pain close 

to the time ofa proper birth, the Merciful One deems it pure, and 

it should not be treated as the blood of a zava. Rav Pappi says: The 

miscarriage is not considered a proper birth and therefore her blood 

is considered the blood of a zava. And leave aside the first baraita 

and do not raise a contradiction from it, as the halakha that awoman 
who sees menstrual blood is retroactively impure for a twenty-four- 
hour period, which is the topic under discussion in that baraita, 
applies by rabbinic law, and they did not impose this stringency in 
the case of awoman who miscarries. 


Rav Pappa says: That reason for the halakha that a pregnant woman 
is not retroactively impure when she experiences bleeding is only 
because her head and limbs feel heavy to her. Her physical state is 
compromised, which also causes her regular menstrual cycle to 
cease. Here, too, in the case of a pregnancy that precedes a miscar- 
riage, even if it is not considered a proper birth, her head and limbs 
felt heavy to her during her pregnancy, and therefore it can be 
assumed that she did not experience a prior menstrual flow. 


With regard to the mishna’s ruling that the time of a pregnant 
woman is sufficient, Rabbi Yirmeya asked Rabbi Zeira: If she saw 
blood and only afterward her fetus became known" to all who 
see her, what is the halakha? One can claim that since at the time 
when she saw the blood her fetus was not yet known, therefore 
she becomes impure; or perhaps, since she saw blood in close 
proximity to the time that her fetus became known, she does not 
become impure. 


Rabbi Zeira said to him: That reason for the halakha that a preg- 
nant woman's time is sufficient is only because her head and limbs 
feel heavy to her. In this case, where she was yet unaware of her 
pregnancy at the time when she saw her menstrual flow, neither 
her head nor her limbs felt heavy to her. Therefore she is impure 
retroactively, like any other woman. 
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§ A certain elder asked Rabbi Yohanan: If the time of a woman's 
fixed menstrual cycle arrived during her pregnancy and she did 
not perform an examination, what is the halakha? I raise this 
dilemma only according to the opinion of the one who said that 
the obligation for a woman to perform a self-examination during 
her fixed menstrual cycle applies by Torah law. What is the hala- 
kha? According to that opinion, one can claim that since the obliga- 
tion of an examination during one’s fixed menstrual cycle is by 
Torah law, she is required to perform an examination even during 
her pregnancy. Or perhaps, since her blood has stopped, as a 
pregnant woman generally does not experience a flow of menstrual 
blood, she is not required to perform an examination. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to him: You learned the answer to your 
dilemma from a mishna (39a): Rabbi Meir says: If a woman was 
in hiding from danger, and the time of her fixed menstrual cycle 
came and she did not examine herself," nevertheless she is ritually 
pure, as it may be assumed that she did not experience bleeding 
because fear dispels the flow of menstrual blood. Rabbi Yohanan 
explains the proof: The reason she is pure is that there is fear, from 
which it may be inferred that in a case where there is no fear and 
the time of her fixed menstrual cycle arrived and she did not 
examine herself, she would be impure. 


Rabbi Yohanan concludes: Evidently, from the fact that Rabbi Meir 
rules that a woman is impure if the time of her period passed with- 
out a proper examination, he maintains that the obligation for a 
woman to perform an examination at the time of her fixed men- 
strual cycle applies by Torah law. And, nevertheless, since there is 
fear, her blood has stopped and she is not required to perform an 
examination. Here, too, in the case of a pregnant woman, her 
blood has stopped and therefore she is not required to perform 
an examination. 


§ The mishna teaches: The time of a nursing woman is sufficient 
until she weans her child" from nursing. The Sages taught in a 
baraita (see Tosefta 2:1): With regard to a nursing woman whose 
child dies within twenty-four months of his birth, she is like all 
other women with regard to her impurity status after seeing men- 
strual blood, and therefore she transmits ritual impurity retroac- 
tively for a twenty-four-hour period or from examination to 
examination. Therefore, ifa woman continued to nurse her child 
for four or five years, her time is sufficient and she does not ret- 
roactively transmit impurity for the entire four or five years. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon all say: With 
regard to nursing women, their time is sufficient for an entire 
twenty-four months. Therefore, if she nursed him for four or 
five years," then after the first twenty-four months have passed, 
she transmits ritual impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour 
period or from examination to examination. 


HALAKHA 


If a woman was in hiding and the time of her fixed menstrual 
cycle came and she did not examine herself — yam xama AT 
npa x) anD nyw: If a woman was in a hiding place to escape 
harm, she need not be concerned for her menstrual cycle if its time 
arrives while she is in hiding. The Rema cites an opinion that she is 
required to perform a self-examination ab initio. If she did not, she 
remains ritually pure as long as she did not feel an internal sensation 
that accompanies a menstrual flow (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 8:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 184:8). 


The time of a nursing woman is sufficient until she weans her 
child - binw “Y my: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer that when a nursing woman sees menstrual 


blood, her time is sufficient and she does not transmit impurity ret- 
roactively until twenty-four months from the time of her child's birth. 
Even if the child dies or she weans him or gives him to a nursemaid 
within that time frame, nevertheless her time is sufficient (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:1). 


She nursed him for four or five years - DW WAM YIN inp ANT: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Shimon that if a woman was nursing 
her child for four or five years and she sees menstrual blood, she 
transmits impurity retroactively like any normal woman (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:1). 
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The Gemara discusses the reasoning of each opinion: When you 
analyze the matter you will find that one must say that according 
to the statement of Rabbi Meir the case is that menstrual blood 
spoils and becomes milk.’ Therefore, it follows that this status 
continues for as long as she is nursing. By contrast, according to 
the statement of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shi- 
mon, her limbs become dislocated’ and her spirit, i.e., her full 
strength and her regular menstrual cycle, does not return to her 
until twenty-four months have passed. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need the statement of Rabbi Meir: 
Therefore, if a woman continued to nurse her child for four or five 
years, her time is sufficient? Since his reasoning is that the men- 
strual blood of a nursing woman spoils and becomes milk, it is 
obvious that this applies as long as she continues to nurse him. The 
Gemara answers: This statement is indeed extraneous. It merely 
serves to form a parallel between the statement of Rabbi Meir and 
that of the other Sages. In other words, it was appended due to the 
statement: Therefore, if she was nursing him for four or five years, 
then after the first twenty-four months have passed, she transmits 
ritual impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period or from 
examination to examination, which is referring to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei. 


The Gemara further asks: And why do I need the statement: There- 
fore, if she was nursing him for four or five years, then after the first 
twenty-four months have passed, she transmits ritual impurity 
retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period or from examination 
to examination, which is referring to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei? 
The Gemara explains that this clause is necessary, lest you say 
that Rabbi Yosei holds that there are two reasons that a pregnant 
woman’s time is sufficient, both because her blood spoils and 
because her limbs become dislocated. Therefore, the additional 
clause teaches us that Rabbi Yosei maintains that the reason is only 
that her limbs become dislocated, and consequently she transmits 
retroactive impurity after twenty-four months. 


That explanation is also taught in a baraita: Menstrual blood spoils 
and becomes milk; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi 
Yosei says: Her limbs become dislocated and her spirit does not 
return to her until twenty-four months have passed. The Gemara 
analyzes their respective reasons. Rabbi Iai says: What is the 
reason of Rabbi Meir? It is based upon a verse, as it is written: 

“Who can bring a pure thing out of an impure? Is it not the One?” 
(Job 14:4). In other words, is it not true that the One, i.e., God, can 
bring a pure thing, such as milk, out of an impure thing, such as 
menstrual blood? 


The Gemara asks: And the other Sages, i.e., Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi 
Yehuda, and Rabbi Shimon, how do they interpret this verse? Rabbi 
Yohanan says that according to those Sages this verse is referring 
to semen, which is impure, and yet the person that is formed 
from it is pure. 


BACKGROUND 


Blood spoils and becomes milk - abn TWYN 99 D7: In mod- 
ern medical terms, this position could be understood to mean 
that nutrients and materials from the bloodstream are necessary 
to produce milk. 


Her limbs become dislocated - ppan Pay: According to 
this explanation, a nursing woman's lack of a menstrual cycle is 
caused by the pressure imposed on the body due to the birth 
and nursing. Alternatively, since this woman has a negative 


energy balance, i.e., she expends more energy than she brings in, 
the reproductive system does not function, the uterine lining is 
not developed, and she does not experience her menstrual cycle, 
which occurs when the uterine lining disintegrates if pregnancy 
has not been effected. It is interesting to note that various stud- 
ies have shown that women or female animals with a healthy 
diet return to their normal menstrual cycle more quickly than 
those that do not have a healthy diet. 
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And Rabbi Elazar says: Those Sages maintain that this verse is 
referring to the water of sprinkling, i.e., the purification water 
mixed with the ashes of the red heifer. As the individual who sprin- 
kles the water and the one upon whom the water is sprinkled are 
both pure," and yet one who touches the purification water is 
rendered impure. The Gemara asks: Is the one who sprinkles the 
water actually pure? But isn’t it written: “He who sprinkles the 
water of sprinkling will wash his clothes, and he who touches the 
water of sprinkling will be impure until evening” (Numbers 19:21)? 
The Gemara responds: What is the meaning of the term: “He who 
sprinkles”? It means: He who touches. 


The Gemara asks: But it is written: “He who sprinkles,” and it is 
written in the same verse: “And he who touches.” How can these 
two terms be referring to the same individual? And furthermore, 
that verse states that one who sprinkles requires the washing 
of his clothes, indicating a severe level of impurity, whereas one 
who touches does not require the washing of his clothes. Evi- 
dently, the phrase “he who sprinkles” is not referring to one who 
touches. Rather, the Gemara explains: What is the meaning of: 
“He who sprinkles”? This is referring to one who carries the 
purification waters. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, let the Torah write explicitly: One who 
carries. Why does it state “he who sprinkles” when it is referring to 
carrying? The Gemara answers: The use of the term sprinkling in 
reference to carrying teaches us that one becomes impure only by 
carrying the measure required for sprinkling. The Gemara asks: 
This works out well according to the one who said that sprinkling 
requires a minimum measure of water. But according to the one 
who said that sprinkling does not require a minimum measure 
of water, what can be said? According to this opinion, there is 
apparently no concept of a measure required for sprinkling. 


The Gemara answers: Even according to the one who said that 
sprinkling does not require a minimum measure of water, that 
statement applies only to the measure of purification water that 
must be sprinkled onto the back, i.e., onto the body, of the impure 
man. In this regard, any amount will suffice. But with regard to the 
vessel into which one dips the hyssop in order to sprinkle the water, 
it requires a certain measure of water. As we learned in a mishna 
(Para 12:5): How much water must be in the vessel so that it will 
be enough for sprinkling? It must be enough to dip the tops of 
the stems of the hyssop branch, used in the rite of purification, into 
the water and sprinkle it." 


The Gemara concludes the discussion of the purification waters 
with the following observation: And that is the meaning of that 
which King Solomon said: “I said I would become wise, but it 
eludes me” (Ecclesiastes 7:23). According to tradition, even Solo- 
mon in his great wisdom could not understand the contradictory 
nature of the sprinkling of purification water, as it renders an impure 
person pure, and a pure person impure. 


§ The mishna teaches: Who is the woman characterized as an 
elderly woman in this context? It is any woman for whom three 
typical menstrual cycles of thirty days passed at a stage of her life 
close to her old age, during which she saw no menstrual blood. The 
Gemara asks: What is considered close to old age? Rav Yehuda 
says: Any woman about whom her friends say that she is an 
elderly woman. And Rabbi Shimon says: 


Rav Yehuda says...and Rabbi Shimon says - ...7117 37 Wax 
Wai iyaw IN: Many commentaries note that this is not the 
tanna Rabbi Shimon but rather Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, the 
amora (Gilyon HaShas, citing Taz and Torat HaBayit). This stands 


NOTES 


with a tanna, and the Gemara certainly would not cite his opinion 
before that of a tanna. This claim is supported by variant texts as 
well as the Jerusalem Talmud, where the opinion of Reish Lakish 
is cited without a disputant. 


to reason, as an amora such as Rav Yehuda would not disagree 


HALAKHA 


As the individual who sprinkles the water and the one 
upon whom the water is sprinkled are both pure, etc. - 
ravine voy pti wag: A person or a vessel that comes 
into contact with a small amount of purification water 
before it is sprinkled is rendered impure, but it does not 
render his garments impure. If there was a minimum 
measure of water, then one who touches the water or 
carries it is rendered impure, and even his garments 
are rendered impure while he touches the water. The 
one who sprinkles the purification water on an impure 
person remains pure. Tradition teaches that the verse 
“He who sprinkles the purification waters will wash his 
clothes" is referring to a case where the water has the 
minimum measure. Only in that case are the garments 
of one who touches or carries the purification water 
rendered impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 15:1). 


It must be enough to dip the tops of the stems of 
the hyssop branch into the water and sprinkle it - 
mm py WNT biao *13: The measure required for 
sprinkling the water of purification is equivalent to the 
measure required to dip the tops of the stems of the 
hyssop branch into the water and sprinkle it (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 15:1). 
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LANGUAGE 


Mother [/mma] — svat: Imma is the name one calls his 
own mother, but it was also the word used to describe 
a specific elderly woman: Mother so-and-so. It became 
a polite way to refer to elderly women. 


NOTES 


It is any woman who is old enough that people 
call her: Mother, Mother — KAN xax 7y pipt be: 
Tosafot cite a question posed by the Jerusalem Talmud: 
How can the test for determining if one is an elderly 
woman who does not experience regular menstruation 
be dependent upon her subjective perspective? They 
explain that the Gemara means: Any women who is old 
enough that it is fitting to call her: Mother, Mother. 


The average menstrual cycle is thirty days long - 
Di mw aia miy: There are three main opinions 
among the authorities with regard to the average 
menstrual cycle: Some claim that it means that the 
menstruation will begin on a particular day of the 
month, whether the month has twenty-nine days or 
thirty days. They explain that when the Gemara refers 
to an average thirty-day cycle, it is actually referring 
to a month, as the Sages referred to the period of a 
month as: Thirty days (Shakh). Others maintain that an 
average menstrual cycle recurs on the thirty-first day 
(Hawvot Da‘at). The majority opinion is that it recurs on 
the thirtieth day (Hakham Tzvi; Beit Yosef, Rema; Perisha; 
Bah; Levush). 
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It is any woman who is old enough that people call her: Mother 
[Imma], Mother," and she is not embarrassed." Rabbi Zeira and 
Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak disagree with regard to this matter. 
One says that the definition is any woman who does not take offense 
about being called: Mother, Mother. And the other one says that it 
is any woman who is not embarrassed by this. The Gemara asks: 
What is the difference between their definitions? The Gemara 
answers: The practical difference between them is in a case where a 
woman is embarrassed but she does not take offense when called: 
Mother. 


The Gemara asks: And how long is a typical menstrual cycle?" Reish 
Lakish says in the name of Rabbi Yehuda Nesia: The average men- 
strual cycle is thirty days long." And Rava says that Rav Hisda says: 
It is twenty days. The Gemara notes: And they do not disagree. One 
Sage, Rav Yehuda Nesia, counts all the days of her cycle, including 
the days of impurity and days of purity. And the other Sage, Rav 
Hisda, does not count the days of impurity, i.e., the seven days of 
impurity of a menstruating woman and the three days of the sighting 
of ziva. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to an elderly woman 
for whom three typical menstrual cycles of thirty days passed" and 
then she saw a discharge of menstrual blood, her time is sufficient. 
And ifa further three typical menstrual cycles of thirty days passed 
for her and she subsequently saw a discharge of menstrual blood, her 
time is sufficient. And if yet a further three typical menstrual cycles 
of thirty days passed for her and then she saw a discharge of men- 
strual blood, after this third time she is now like all normal women, 
and she transmits impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour 
period or from examination to examination. 


The baraita continues: And it is not necessary to teach this halakha 
in a case where she experienced the three sightings in even intervals 
of ninety days, as in such a case it is obvious that she assumes the 
status of a normal woman who transmits impurity retroactively. 
Rather, even if she had intervals where she decreased, i.e., experi- 
enced bleeding at intervals smaller than that, or even if she increased 
and experienced bleeding at greater intervals, she still assumes the 
status of a woman who transmits impurity retroactively. 


The Gemara infers: The wording of the baraita: Even if she had inter- 
vals where she decreased, indicates that it is not necessary to teach 
the halakha in the case of a woman who experienced bleeding at even 
intervals. This is puzzling, as on the contrary, if she experienced 
bleeding at even intervals she thereby fixes her menstrual cycle 
as being every thirty days, and according to Rabbi Dosa (4b) the 
halakha is that her time is sufficient. 


HALAKHA 


Any woman who is old enough that people call her: Mother, 
Mother, and she is not embarrassed — KAN% xa% nv) pipt by 
mia m1: An elderly woman whose time is sufficient when she 
experiences a menstrual flow is defined as one who is old enough 
that when people call her an old woman she is not particular 
about it. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, as Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak seem 
to support it. It is also in accordance with Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav 
Yitzhak, as he holds the more lenient opinion. This is a matter of 
rabbinic law, and the principle in the case of rabbinic law is that 
in cases of uncertainty the halakha is in accordance with the more 
lenient opinion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 4:1). 


And how long is a typical menstrual cycle — miy m231: Any 
woman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle must assume 
that she will experience menstruation on the thirtieth day from 
her last menstruation, as the average cycle lasts thirty days. Some 
say it is thirty-one days long (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189:1, and 
see Shakh and Hawot Da‘at there). 


An elderly woman for whom three typical menstrual cycles 
of thirty days passed — nixiy wow pw yayw mz: If an elderly 
woman who had stopped menstruating experiences menstrua- 
tion after a break of three typical menstrual cycles and then again 
after another three menstrual cycles, even if they are shorter 
or longer than the first set, she then returns to the status of 
normal women and transmits impurity retroactively (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:1, and see Kesef 
Mishne there). 
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And if you would say that this is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Dosa, as they say that a woman who 
has a fixed menstrual cycle transmits impurity retroactively for a 
twenty-four-hour period, then the baraita should have been written in 
the opposite fashion: Let it say: And the halakha that an elderly woman 
who sees menstrual blood at intervals returns to the status of normal 
women and transmits impurity retroactively applies not only to a case 
where she had intervals where she decreased or increased, i.e., she 
experienced bleeding less or more than ninety days apart, but this 
halakha applies even if she experienced bleeding at even intervals. 


The Gemara answers: Teach in the baraita in accordance with this 
altered version: And the halakha applies not only to a case where she 
had intervals where she decreased or increased, but this is the halakha 
even if she experienced bleeding at even intervals. And if you wish 
say instead that this is what the baraita is saying: The halakha that 
an elderly woman is retroactively impure does not apply to a case 
when she saw menstrual blood at even intervals. Rather, it applies 
only if she decreased or increased, i.e., she experienced bleeding at 
intervals less or more than ninety days apart. But if she saw blood at 
even intervals, she thereby fixes a set menstrual cycle of ninety days 
and her time is sufficient. The Gemara adds: And if so, in accordance 
with whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Dosa. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to any 
woman for whom three typical menstrual cycles passed during which 
she saw no menstrual blood, if she experiences bleeding, her time is 
sufficient. Rabbi Yosei says: In the case of a pregnant woman and a 
nursing woman for whom three menstrual cycles passed during which 
they saw no menstrual blood, if she then saw blood her time is sufficient. 
Rabbi Eliezer cites a proof for his opinion. It is taught in a baraita: There 
was an incident involving a certain girl in the village of Hitlo who 
stopped menstruating for three typical menstrual cycles, after which 
she experienced menstruation. And the matter came before the Sages, 
and they said that her time is sufficient and she does not transmit 
impurity retroactively. 


The other Sages said to Rabbi Eliezer: Decisions rendered in exigent 
circumstances are no proof. The Gemara asks: What were the exigent 
circumstances? Some say that it was during the years of famine, and 
some say that the girl had handled many ritually pure items and the 
Sages were concerned for the loss of those pure items if they were 
ruled retroactively impure. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: There was an incident in which Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi acted by ruling that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. After he remembered that Rabbi 
Eliezer’s colleagues disagree with him on this matter and that he had 
apparently ruled incorrectly, he nevertheless said: Rabbi Eliezer is 
worthy to rely upon in exigent circumstances. The Gemara asks: 
What is the meaning of: After he remembered? If we say that this 
means after he remembered that the halakha is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, but in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, ifso, how could he act in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer 
even in exigent circumstances, since the halakha has been decided 
against him? 


Rather, one must say that the halakha had not been stated on this 
matter, neither in accordance with the opinion of this Sage, Rabbi 
Eliezer, nor in accordance with the opinion of that Sage, the Rabbis. 
And what is the meaning of: After he remembered? After Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi remembered that it was not a lone authority who 
disagrees with Rabbi Eliezer, but it was several Sages who disagreed 
with him, and there is a principle that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the many over the opinion of an individual, he 
nevertheless said: Rabbi Eliezer is worthy to rely upon in exigent 
circumstances. 
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HALAKHA 


A young girl whose time to see menstrual blood has 
not arrived and she saw menstrual blood — Kow npin 
7ST minh Faaa: With regard to a young girl whose 
time to see menstrual blood has not arrived, as she is 
not yet twelve years and one day old (Shakh) even if 
she has two pubic hairs, or even if she is twelve years 
old but does not yet have two pubic hairs, and she saw 
menstrual blood once or twice, her time is sufficient. 
If she sees menstrual blood a third time, she transmits 
ritual impurity retroactively. If three months pass by and 
she does not see menstrual blood, when she again sees 
menstrual blood, her time is sufficient (Kesef Mishne). 
If three months again pass by and she does not see 
menstrual blood, when she again sees menstrual blood 
her time is sufficient. If three months pass by for a third 
time and she sees menstrual blood, she transmits ritual 
impurity retroactively, in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 
4:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189:27). 


A girl whose time to see menstrual blood has arrived — 
meh mat yaw: With regard to a girl whose time to 
see menstrual blood has arrived, and she sees menstrual 
blood for the first time, her time is sufficient. When she 
sees menstrual blood for the second time, she transmits 
ritual impurity retroactively. If three months pass without 
her seeing menstrual blood and then she sees menstrual 
blood, her time is sufficient. If three months again pass 
without her seeing menstrual blood and then she sees 
menstrual blood, she transmits ritual impurity retroac- 
ively (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 4:4). 


Perek | 
Daf1o Amuda 


NOTES 


What is the halakha if she then sees menstrual blood 
at regular intervals of thirty-day cycles — xnp 17 
a nijiya: Rashi explains that the Gemara’s first ques- 
tion is referring to the first time she stops experiencing 
bleeding for three regular cycles. The question is if she 
reverts to her status of one whose does not emit blood, 
or if she has already attained the presumptive status of a 
woman who sees menstrual blood. If she is considered as 
one who does not emit blood, then she requires another 
three regular cycles for her to be considered like an adult 
woman who transmits impurity retroactively. The Gemara 
then repeats its question but this time with regard to the 
halakha after the second occasion that she stops expe- 
riencing bleeding for three regular menstrual cycles. 
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The Gemara continues the discussion of a woman who fails to expe- 
rience menstruation for three typical menstrual cycles. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: With regard to a young girl, less than twelve 
years old, whose time to see the flow of menstrual blood has not 
arrived and she saw menstrual blood," after the first time her time 
is sufficient. After the second time, again her time is sufficient. 
After the third time, she is like all normal adult women, and there- 
fore she transmits impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour 
period or from examination to examination. 


The baraita continues: If she then passed three expected menstrual 
cycles without experiencing bleeding, and then she saw menstrual 
blood, she returns to the status of a young girl and her time is 
sufficient. And if it further happens that she again passed three 
expected menstrual cycles without experiencing bleeding, and then 
she saw menstrual blood, her time is sufficient. And if she passed 
three further cycles without experiencing bleeding, and she sub- 
sequently saw menstrual blood, she is like all normal adult women. 
She is considered a woman who experiences regular menstruation 
at long intervals with breaks of ninety days. And therefore she 
transmits impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period or 
from examination to examination. 


The baraita concludes: And with regard to a girl whose time to see 
the flow of menstrual blood has arrived," i.e., she has reached the 
age of twelve, when she sees menstrual blood for the first time, her 
time is sufficient. After the second time, she transmits impurity 
retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period or from examination 
to examination. If three menstrual cycles then passed without her 
experiencing bleeding, and afterward she saw menstrual blood, her 
time is sufficient. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who holds that any woman who passed three expected 
menstrual cycles without experiencing bleeding is presumed not to 
be menstruating. 


The Master said in the baraita: If the young girl who had started 
menstruating passed three expected menstrual cycles without 
experiencing bleeding and then saw menstrual blood, she returns 
to the status of a young girl and her time is sufficient. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha if she then sees menstrual 
blood at regular intervals of thirty-day cycles? Is her time sufficient, 
or does she transmit impurity retroactively? Rav Giddel says that 
Rav says: With regard to the first time and the second time that 
she sees menstrual blood, her time is sufficient. After the third time, 
she transmits impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period 
or from examination to examination. 


The baraita further teaches, with regard to a young girl who did not 
experience bleeding for three typical cycles and then saw blood, and 
three further expected menstrual cycles passed without her expe- 
riencing bleeding and then afterward she saw menstrual blood, that 
her time is sufficient. The Gemara asks: What is the halakha if she 
then sees menstrual blood at regular intervals of thirty-day cycles?" 


The Gemara answers: Rav Kahana says that Rav Giddel says that 
Rav says: The first time that she sees menstrual blood, her time 
is sufficient. After the second time, she transmits impurity retro- 
actively for a twenty-four-hour period or from examination to 
examination. 
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The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna of the baraita? The Gemara 
answers: Since the baraita teaches that she attains the status of a 
regular adult woman upon the third sighting of menstrual blood, 
apparently it is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said that presumption 
is established by two occasions.’ 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Say the latter clause: If she then 
passed three expected menstrual cycles without experiencing 
bleeding, and then she saw menstrual blood, she returns to the 
status of a young girl and her time is sufficient. In this ruling we 
come to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer," who holds that any woman 
who passed three expected menstrual cycles without experiencing 
bleeding is presumed not to be menstruating and her time is suffi- 
cient. Is the baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi or Rabbi Eliezer? 


And if you would say that the tanna of the baraita is Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and in the case of a woman who passes three menstrual 
cycles without experiencing bleeding, he holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, but does he really hold in accordance 
with this opinion? Doesn't the baraita state that after Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi remembered that several authorities disagreed with the 
ruling of Rabbi Eliezer, he said: Rabbi Eliezer is worthy to rely upon 
in exigent circumstances, i.e., only in exigent circumstances. The 
Gemara concludes: Rather, the tanna of the baraita is Rabbi Eliezer, 
and with regard to menstrual cycles he holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, that a presumptive cycle is 
established after two occasions of seeing menstrual blood. 


§ With regard to a young girl who was just starting to menstruate, 
the Gemara states: If she finds a blood stain between the first and 
second time that she sees menstrual blood, she is pure." If it is 
between the second and the third time, Hizkiyya says: She is 
impure; Rabbi Yohanan says: She is pure. The Gemara explains 
the reasoning behind their respective opinions. Hizkiyya says: She 
is impure, since if she had seen menstrual blood it would render 
her impure. Consequently, her blood stain is also impure. And 
Rabbi Yohanan says: She is pure, since she has not yet attained the 
presumptive status of one who sees menstrual blood. Therefore, 
we also do not render her impure on account of her blood stain. 


NOTES 


Presumption is established by two occasions — ‘171 319 14 
mpin: According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that 
presumption is established by two occasions, why doesn’t she 
transmit impurity retroactively after the second time she sees 
menstrual blood? Following the opinion that a woman trans- 
mits impurity retroactively as a penalty for having missed a self- 
examination (4b), the early commentaries explain that since her 
presumptive status changed only upon experiencing bleeding 
the second time, there was no requirement for her to perform 
a self-examination beforehand. Consequently, no penalty is 
imposed and she transmits impurity only retroactively from the 
next time that she menstruates (Ramban; Ran). 


Say the latter clause...we come to the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer - awe va ININ... XDD NIDN: In the case of a woman 
who stopped seeing menstrual blood for three typical menstrual 
cycles, only Rabbi Eliezer holds that any woman who passed 
three menstrual cycles without bleeding is presumed not to be 


menstruating. Therefore, the last clause of the baraita, which is 
about a girl whose time to see menstrual blood has arrived, can 
be explained only in accordance with his opinion. By contrast, in 
the first clause of the baraita, which is about a girl whose time to 
see menstrual blood has not yet arrived, there it is possible that 
even the Rabbis agree that after a cessation from menstruation 
for three menstrual cycles, her time is sufficient (Ramban; Rashba; 
Ritva; Ran). 


If she finds a stain between the first and second time she sees 

menstrual blood she is pure — winy Taw TWN paw ona: Rashi 

explains that the Gemara is referring to a young girl whose time 

to see menstrual blood has not yet arrived. This explanation is in 

keeping with Rashi’s general understanding that once a woman's 

time to see menstrual blood has arrived, her blood stain will trans- 
mit impurity even if she has not yet experienced menstruation. 
This opinion is shared by the Rashba and the Ritva, although the 

Ritva (5a) cites a dissenting opinion. 


HALAKHA 

If she finds a stain between the first and second time 
she sees menstrual blood she is pure — paw OND 
itd TWA AWK: The blood stain of a minor who is 
a virgin and has never experienced menstruation is 
deemed pure until she experiences three separate cycles 
of menstruation (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 9:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:2-4). 
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LANGUAGE 


Secretion [sirfa] - "vw: The meaning of this word is 
similar to that of the word saraf, sap, the liquid that comes 
out of plants, and it is being borrowed here to refer to a 
woman's blood. The precise definition of the word sirfa 
here is a dispute among the early commentaries. 


Seafarers [nahotei yamma] - K2? ‘Nina: This phrase, 
which means seafarers or sailors, is similar to the Hebrew 
yordei hayam, which literally means those who go down 
to the sea. 


NOTES 


With regard to this menstrual virgin her secretion [sir- 
fah] is common, etc. -= 3182 AD VY it: Some commen- 
aries explain that the term sirfa means a secretion. If so, 
Rabbi Zeira is answering that a newly married menstrua 
virgin commonly secretes blood from her torn hymen 
and it can therefore be assumed that this is the source of 
her stain, whereas a young girl who begins experiencing 
menstruation cannot ascribe her blood stain to any such 
source (Rashi; Tosafot; Tosefot HaRosh). Others maintain 
hat sirfa means an illness, a medical condition. According 
o this explanation, Rabbi Zeira is saying that a young gir 
who has started experiencing menstruation has a regular 
condition in that she sees menstrual blood. Consequently, 
it is assumed that any blood stain she finds is from men- 
strual blood. Conversely, a menstrual virgin has no such 
condition and therefore her blood stain must have come 
from a different source, and it is deemed ritually pure 
(Rabbeinu Hananel; Ritva; Rashba). 


HALAKHA 


A young girl whose time to see the flow of menstrual 
blood has not arrived and she saw — 3937 xo npivn 
7ANST minh mgmt: The blood stain of a young girl who 
is still a minor and has never experienced menstruation 
is deemed ritually pure until she experiences menstrua- 
tion three times. This halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as well as Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yehotzadak, as reported by Ravin (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:2—-4). 


Continuously discharges menstrual blood - nypiv: 
When a young girl whose time to see menstrual blood 
has not yet arrived, sees a continuous discharge of 
menstrual blood for a few days, or if she experiences 
a constant drip of menstrual blood, these are consid- 
ered as one single sighting of menstrual blood. If they 
stop a bit and then start again three times, even in the 
course of a one day, they are considered as three separate 
sightings of menstrual blood; the young girl assumes the 
presumed status of a regular woman who has regular 
menstruation and therefore her blood stain is deemed 
ritually impure (Rashba; Rashi; Tur). Some say that her 
blood stain remains pure until she experiences three 
cycles of menstruation. The Rema rules that one should 
conduct himself in accordance with the more stringent 
former opinion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:3). 
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Rabbi Ilai objects to this ruling of Hizkiyya: And what is the 
difference between this case of a girl who has not yet started men- 
struating and a recently married menstrual virgin whose stain is 
deemed pure for as long as her blood is pure, since the stain is 
presumed to be from her torn hymen? Rabbi Zeira said to him: 
With regard to this menstrual virgin, her secretion [sirfah]' is 
common," i.e., blood from her torn hymen is normally found during 
this period. Therefore, any blood stain that is found is also assumed 
to be from her hymen. But in the case of this young girl, her secre- 
tion is not common. Therefore, if a blood stain is found, it is 
assumed to be menstrual blood. 


§ Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Yehotzadak: With regard to a young girl whose time to 
see the flow of menstrual blood has not arrived and she saw" 
menstrual blood one time and then a second time, but not the third 
time that would render her a woman who regularly sees menstrual 
blood, her saliva and her garment that she treads upon that are 
found in the marketplace are pure if we do not know whether she 
has menstruated. Likewise, her blood stain is also pure. Ulla added: 
And I do not know if this ruling with regard to the stain is merely 
Rabbi Yohanan’s own conclusion or if that is also part of the opinion 
of his teacher. 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there? That is, what does it 
matter who said it? The Gemara explains: It makes a difference for 
it to be considered the statement of one Sage in the place of two 
dissenting opinions. As stated above, Hizkiyya disagrees with this 
ruling and maintains that a young girl’s blood stain is impure after 
she sees menstrual blood twice. If this statement is both Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yehotzadak’s opinion and that of Rabbi Yohanan, then 
Hizkiyya’s ruling is opposed by two Sages, which means that his is 
a minority opinion. If it is Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion alone, then the 
two sides are equal, with one Sage maintaining each opinion. 


When Ravin’ came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia along with all 

the seafarers [nahotei yamma],' they stated this ruling as the state- 
ment of Rabbi Shimon ben Yehotzadak. If so, Rabbi Yohanan was 

relating his own opinion, which echoed that of his teacher, Rabbi 

Shimon ben Yehotzadak, and therefore the halakha is in accordance 

with this majority opinion. 


§ Rav Hilkiya bar Tovi says: With regard to a young girl whose 
time to see menstrual blood has not arrived, even if she continu- 
ously discharges menstrual blood" for all seven days of a typical 
menstrual period, it is considered as only one sighting of blood 
and she remains in the category of one who lacks blood until she 
sees menstrual blood twice more. The Gemara asks: Why did Rav 
Hilkiya bar Tovi stress: Even if she continuously discharges men- 
strual blood, which indicates that it is not necessary to teach that 
this is the halakha if she stops seeing a discharge and then starts 
again? On the contrary, if she stops and restarts it is as though she 
has had two sightings of menstrual blood. 


Ravin — pay: Ravin’s name is an abbreviation of Rabbi Avin. He 
is called Rabbi Bon in the Jerusalem Talmud. He was the most 
important of those who descended, i.e, who went from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, in the third and fourth generations of the 


Babylonian amora’‘im. 


Rabbi Avin was born in Babylonia and immigrated to Eretz 
Yisrael at an early age. There he was fortunate to study Torah from 
Rabbi Yohanan, and later from his many students. Rabbi Avin was 


PERSONALITIES 


appointed an emissary to Babylonia to disseminate innovative 
Torah insights that were unknown in other lands, succeeding 
Rav Dimi. Ravin transmitted new and revised formulations of 
the halakhot; therefore, he is considered an authority and, in 
general, the halakha was decided in accordance with his opin- 
ions. Ravin returned to Eretz Yisrael several times, transmitting 
the Torah studied in Babylonia. His statements are often cited in 
the Jerusalem Talmud. 
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The Gemara answers: Rather, this is what Rav Hilkiya bar Tovi meant: 
With regard to a young girl whose time to see menstrual blood has 
not arrived, and she then continuously discharges menstrual blood 
for all seven days of a typical menstrual period, it is considered as only 
one sighting of blood. In other words, he did not state the word: Even. 


Rav Shimi bar Hiyya says: The case of woman who constantly drips 
menstrual blood is not considered like a full sighting of blood. The 
Gemara expresses surprise at this claim: But she saw blood. The 
Gemara answers: Say that what Rav Shimi bar Hiyya meant was that 
she is not considered like one who continuously discharges blood, 
but rather like one who stops and starts again, even if she drips 
constantly. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: From the fact that Rav Shimi bar Hiyya 

claims that a different halakha applies to a woman who constantly drips 

menstrual blood, it can be inferred that the blood of one who continu- 
ously discharges menstrual blood streams like a river for seven days. 
But this is physically impossible. The Gemara explains: Rather, say that 

Rav Shimi bar Hiyya meant that the status of awoman who constantly 
drips menstrual blood is nothing other than the status of a woman 

who continuously discharges blood. In both cases, it is all considered 

as one sighting. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The presumption with regard to the 
daughters of Israel is that until they have reached their physical 
maturity they have the presumptive status of ritual purity," and adult 
women do not need to examine them to check if they are ritually pure 
before they handle consecrated items or teruma. Once they have 
reached their physical maturity, they have the presumptive status of 
ritual impurity, due to the possibility of an unnoticed menstrual dis- 
charge, and if they are still minors, adult women must examine them 
to check if they are ritually pure. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: They should not examine them by hand, because 
that is likely to scratch them and ruin their status, as it will be assumed 
that they are ritually impure with menstrual blood. Rather, they should 
smear them with oil inside and wipe them off on the outside. And 
through this method they are automatically examined, i.e., if at that 
age they are ready to menstruate, the oil will cause the blood to flow. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to a preg- 
nant woman and a nursing woman for whom three expected menstrual 
cycles passed during which they saw no menstrual blood, if she then 
saw blood, her time is sufficient. A tanna taught a baraita before Rabbi 
Elazar: Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to a pregnant woman and a 
nursing woman for whom three expected menstrual cycles passed 
during which they saw no menstrual blood, if she then experienced 
bleeding her time is sufficient. Rabbi Elazar said to him: The structure 
of your baraita is inconsistent. You opened with two categories of 
women: A pregnant woman and a nursing woman, and you ended your 
quote with one, as you concluded in the singular form: Her time is 
sufficient. 


Rabbi Elazar continued: Perhaps you are saying that this is a case ofa 
pregnant woman who was also nursing. And if so, the baraita teaches 
us a matter in passing, that with regard to tallying three menstrual 
cycles in which she saw no menstrual blood, her days of pregnancy 
count toward, i.e., combine with, her days of nursing and her days of 
nursing count toward her days of pregnancy. As it is taught in a 
baraita: Her days of pregnancy count toward her days of nursing and 
her days of nursing count toward her days of pregnancy. 


Until they have reached their physical maturity they have the 
presumptive status of ritual purity — 17 m2 aT Kw y 
myw Nina y: Before girls have reached physical maturity, the 
presumption is that they do not experience menstruation and 


HALAKHA 


them before they handle consecrated items or teruma. Once they 
have reached physical maturity, they need to be examined by 
adult women (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 4:8). 


are ritually pure. Therefore adult women do not need to examine 
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The baraita continues: How so? If a woman stopped seeing men- 
strual blood for two expected menstrual cycles during her days of 
pregnancy and then for one more cycle during her days of nurs- 
ing, or she passed two expected menstrual cycles during her days 

of nursing and one more during her days of pregnancy, or one 

and a half cycles during her days of pregnancy and one and a half 
cycles during her days of nursing, in all these cases the missed 

cycles spanning her pregnancy and nursing combine to a total of 
three missed cycles, and therefore her time is sufficient. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to the claim that her days 
of pregnancy count toward her days of nursing, you can find it in 
a case where she was nursing continuously and then she became 
pregnant. But the scenario mentioned in the baraita where her 
days of nursing count toward her days of pregnancy, how can you 
find these circumstances? Since she certainly experienced bleeding 
when she gave birth, how can there be three consecutive menstrual 
cycles where she did not experience any discharge of blood? 


The Gemara provides several answers: If you wish, say that it is 
referring to a case of a dry birth, i.e., one without any discharge of 
blood. Or, if you wish, say: The blood of a menstruating woman 
is discrete and the blood seen during birth is discrete. Blood seen 
during birth does not disrupt the count of menstrual cycles during 
which a woman does not see menstrual blood. Therefore, the cycles 
before and after the birth combine to form the requisite three cycles 
according to Rabbi Eliezer. Or, if you wish, say: Teach only one of 
these scenarios. In other words, teach only the case where the days 
of pregnancy count toward the days of nursing, but not the case 
where the days of nursing count toward the days of pregnancy. 


§ The mishna teaches: And with regard to what did they say that 
her time is sufficient?" It is with regard to the first sighting of blood. 
But with regard to the second sighting, her status is like that of any 
other woman and she transmits impurity for a twenty-four-hour 
period or from her last examination. The Gemara inquires concern- 
ing which case this clause is referring to. Rav says: This qualification 
is stated with regard to all of them, i.e., all four cases of the mishna: 
The menstrual virgin, the elderly woman, the pregnant woman, and 
the nursing woman. 


And Shmuel says: They taught it only with regard to a menstrual 
virgin and an elderly woman. But in the case of a pregnant woman 
and a nursing woman, their time is sufficient for all their days 
of pregnancy and their time is sufficient for all their days of 
nursing. 


The Gemara notes that another pair of Sages had the same dispute. 
And similarly, Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: This qualification 

applies to all of them; and Rabbi Yohanan says: They taught it 

only with regard to a menstrual virgin and an elderly woman. But 

in the case ofa pregnant woman and a nursing woman, their time 

is sufficient for all their days of pregnancy and their time is suf- 
ficient for all their days of nursing. The Gemara suggests: This is 

like a dispute between tanna’im in the following baraita: With 

regard to a pregnant woman and a nursing woman who were 


HALAKHA 


And with regard to what did they say that her time is woman, a menstrual virgin, and an elderly woman. This is in 
sufficient — ANYw APT Wax Maa: There are four women whose accordance with the opinion of Rav and Rabbi Shimon ben Lak- 
time is sufficient and who assume impurity only from the time ish (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 
that they see menstrual blood: A pregnant woman, a nursing 4:1, 5, and see Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne there). 
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continuously discharging menstrual blood, their time is sufficient 
for all their days of pregnancy and their time is sufficient for all 
their days of nursing. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi 
Yosei and Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon all say: They said that 
her time is sufficient only with regard to the first sighting of blood, 
but with regard to the second sighting, her status is like that of any 
other woman, and she transmits impurity for a twenty-four-hour 
period or from examination to examination. 


§ The mishna teaches: And if she saw the first sighting as a result 
of unnatural circumstances, then even with regard to the second 
sighting her time is sufficient. Rav Huna says: If she jumped" and 
saw menstrual blood, and again she jumped and saw menstrual 
blood, and a third time she jumped and saw menstrual blood, she 
has established a fixed menstrual cycle. The Gemara asks: For what 
occurrence has she established a fixed cycle? If we say that it is a 
cycle of days alone, this cannot be correct, as every day that she 
did not jump, she also did not see menstrual blood. Therefore, her 
cycle cannot be a mere pattern of days. 


The Gemara explains: Rather, the established menstrual cycle is 
caused by jumps, i.e., by observing a pattern of jumping and seeing 
blood three times, she has established that jumping causes the onset 
of her menstrual period. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t 
it taught in a baraita: Any woman who establishes a pattern of 
seeing menstrual blood due to a recurring accident," even if the 
pattern repeats, still has not established a fixed menstrual cycle? 
An accidental menstrual pattern brought about by external causes 
does not create a menstrual cycle. The Gemara explains the diffi- 
culty: What, is it not correct to say that the baraita means that she 
has not established a fixed menstrual cycle at all? 


The Gemara answers: No, the baraita means that she has not estab- 
lished a fixed menstrual cycle of days alone, nor of jumps alone, 
but she has established a fixed menstrual cycle for a combination 
of days and of jumps. In other words, she has established a fixed 
menstrual cycle when she jumps on specific days. The Gemara asks: 
Isn't it obvious that she does not establish a cycle for days alone? 
Why is it necessary to state this? Rav Ashi says: It is necessary to 
teach this in a case where she jumped on Sunday and saw men- 
strual blood, and again she jumped on Sunday and saw menstrual 
blood, and then on the following Shabbat she jumped and did not 
see blood, but on Sunday, the next day, she saw menstrual blood 
without jumping. 


Rav Ashi explains: Lest you say that the matter is revealed retro- 
actively that it was the day that caused her to experience menstrua- 
tion and not the jumping, and therefore she has established a 
menstrual cycle of menstruating on Sundays, regardless of jumping, 
the baraita teaches us that it was also the jumping of yesterday, on 
Shabbat, that caused the menstruation today, on Sunday. And as for 
the fact that she did not see menstrual blood then, that was because 
the time when jumping causes menstruation had not yet arrived. 


HALAKHA 


Any woman who establishes a pattern ae menstrual moon 
menstrual cycle seems fed due to ane EEn s Where she 
experiences menstrual blood after jumping, she does not need to 
be concerned for that fixed cycle unless it also follows a pattern of 
set days. The Rema adds that, nevertheless, after three times that she 
sees menstrual blood through jumping, she treats it as an unfixed 
menstrual cycle and she must therefore be concerned that the next 
time she jumps, it may bring about menstrual blood. Later authorities 


add that if she sees menstrual blood once after jumping, she needs 
to be concerned only for a cycle following that span of days that 
passed since her last menstrual cycle (Shakh). For example, if she saw 
menstrual blood, and after twenty days she jumped and again saw 
menstrual blood, she needs to be concerned for a possible discharge 
of menstrual blood if she jumps twenty days later (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:5, and see Ra'avad there; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 189:17). 


NOTES 
Jumped — 7¥57: While Rav Huna discusses a case 
where jumping causes a woman to experience 
menstruation, this is only one example of an 
accidental outside circumstance that causes her 
to menstruate. 
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NOTES 


Blood of purity - miv D7: With regard to a woman 
who gives birth to a boy, the Torah states: “If a woman 
be delivered, and bear a male child, then she shall be 
impure seven days. ..And she shall continue in the blood 
of purity thirty-three days” (Leviticus 12:2-4). In the case 
of the birth of a girl, the verse states: “And if she bear a 
female child, then she shall be impure two weeks, as in 
her impurity; and she shall continue in the blood of purity 
sixty-six days” (Leviticus 12:5). During the period of the 
blood of purity, a woman remains ritually pure and per- 
mitted to her husband even if she experiences bleeding. 


BACKGROUND 


They partake of teruma - ana mibpin: Teruma 
may be eaten only by a priest and the members of his 
household. These include his wife, his sons, his unmarried 
daughters, his Canaanite slaves, and his animals. When a 
priest dies or divorces his wife, if she is from an Israelite or 
Levite family she may no longer partake of teruma unless 
she has borne him a child, in which case she may con- 
tinue to partake of teruma under certain circumstances 
(see Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot, chapter 6). 
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Anda third time she jumped and saw menstrual blood, etc. - 
31 TNT MDP: Ifa woman jumps and sees menstrual blood 
three times on the same day, she establishes a fixed menstrua 
cycle for jumping on that set day. For example, if she jumps and 
sees menstrual blood three times on the first day of the month, 
or on three consecutive Sundays, she has a fixed menstrua 
cycle when she jumps on the first of the month, or on Sundays. 
If, on the following first of the month, or the following Sunday, 
she does not jump, there is no need for concern that she may 
menstruate, as her fixed cycle is only for the combination o 
jumping on that specific day. Later authorities add that she 
uproots her fixed cycle when that specific day comes around 
three times and she jumps on that day without experiencing 
menstruation. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Huna, as explained by Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189:18). 


Although the Rabbis said her time is sufficient she is 
required to examine herself — 7a ANYY mI wN bya 
npa nim: Every woman with a fixed menstrual ‘cycle must 
examine herself each morning and evening before handling 
ritually pure items, and before engaging in intercourse, even 
though her time is sufficient. An exception to this rule is a 
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The Gemara presents another version of Rav Huna’s statement. Rav 
Huna says: Ifa woman jumped and saw menstrual blood, and again 
she jumped and saw menstrual blood, anda third time she jumped 
and saw menstrual blood," she has established a fixed menstrual 
cycle for a pattern of days and not for a pattern of jumps. The 
Gemara asks: What are the circumstances? Rav Ashi says: This is 
referring to a case where she jumped on Sunday and saw menstrual 
blood, and then again she jumped on Sunday and saw menstrual 
blood, and then on the following Shabbat she jumped and did 
not see blood, but on Sunday, the next day, she saw menstrual 
blood without jumping. In that case there, the matter is revealed 
retroactively that it is the day that causes her to menstruate, not 
the jumping. 


MI S H N A Although the Rabbis said that for a woman 


with a fixed menstrual cycle her time is suf- 
ficient and she does not transmit impurity retroactively, she is 
required to examine herself" each day to ensure that she is ritually 
pure and will not impurify pure items that she is handling. All 
women must examine themselves each day except for a menstruat- 
ing woman, whose impure status is known, and a woman after 
childbirth who is observing the period of the blood of purity," 
whose ritually pure status is known even if she experiences 


bleeding. 


And even a woman with a fixed menstrual cycle engages in inter- 
course while using examination cloths" to ascertain whether her 

menstrual flow began, except for a woman after childbirth who is 

observing the period of the blood of purity, and a virgin whose 

blood is ritually pure for four days after engaging in intercourse for 

the first time. 


And she is required to examine herself twice each day:" In the 
morning, to ascertain if she menstruated during the night, and at 
twilight, to ascertain if she menstruated during the day. And she 
is also required to examine herself at a time that she is about 
to engage in intercourse with her husband. The obligation of 
women of priestly families is greater than that of other women," 
as they are also required to examine themselves when they seek to 
partake of teruma.® Rabbi Yehuda says: Even when they conclude 
partaking of teruma they are required to examine themselves, 
in order to ascertain whether they experienced bleeding while 
partaking of teruma. 


menstruating woman who already transmits impurity, and a 
woman after childbirth whose blood is deemed pure, as in 
those cases examinations would not change her status (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:6). 


And even a woman with a fixed menstrual cycle engages 
in intercourse while using examination cloths — nwawi 
ova: A woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle and does 
not handle ritually pure items does not need to examine herself, 
not before engaging in intercourse or after. Not only is she not 
required to examine herself, but she is advised to refrain from 
doing so, as this would cause her husband to become nervous. 
By contrast, the Rambam maintains that both husband and 
wife should examine themselves after intercourse with their 
respective swatches to ascertain if she experienced bleeding as 
a result of the intercourse. Furthermore, he holds that especially 
virtuous women should examine themselves before intercourse 
as well. The Rema (citing Roke‘ah; Haggahot Maimoniyyot) rules 
that the halakha and common practice is in accordance with 
the former opinion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:7; see Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
4:16 and Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 186:1). 


And she is required to examine herself twice each day — 
npa ni 7D% 0y: Throughout her seven clean days, a 
woman is required to examine herself twice a day, once in the 
morning and once at twilight. Some maintain that even if she 
did not perform the required examinations throughout the 
seven days, they may still be counted, as long as she performed 
one examination during any of the seven days. This opinion 
should not be relied upon ab initio. The later authorities explain 
that this is aside from the initial examination that starts the 
seven days (Shakh). Others maintain that without at least one 
examination on each of the first and seventh days, she must 
restart the seven days (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 196:4). 


The obligation of women of priestly families is greater than 
that of other women - nisya why niv: Any woman of a 
priestly family that wishes to partake of teruma must examine 
herself prior to partaking (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Meta- 
mei Mishkav UMoshav 4:7). 


w ginar raan pa YIN” 713 
apia wa xd any 


vars wp) ja yaw at xem 
1g Jina np) AD nvaip MON 
NDI AY nyap TON per ANI 
ab MPM vaw -ann a ina 
np) aD nyap meN wag py? 
Kgy ITAA - AN a gina 

inpy AY nyap 


= a MPA 1D BNP 21 7 TY 
Dass AND py MITT NPI 
Jax x2 - ming pyan ANN 


Ky xp niw oF by nagin 
anv otby awh nop: Ay 


Ae NS pI WT AY NPI 
- inte min inky ming 
a 


- oF DÁNY aw TAKT b> xy 
NIT pos xb X Kga pyran 
230 NT: mb $ Tors ey pyn 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


G E M ARA? The mishna teaches: All women must exam- 


ine themselves each day, except for a men- 
struating woman. The Gemara explains: Such a woman does not 
need to examine herself, as during the days of her menstruation 
she does not need examination. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: This works out well according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who said that awoman 
can establish a fixed menstrual cycle even during the days that she 
has zava status, but a woman does not establish a fixed menstrual 
cycle during the days of her impurity due to menstruation, as any 
bleeding during these seven days is merely a continuation of her 
original menstruation. According to this opinion, it is well, and one 
can understand the mishna. But according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, who said that a woman can establish a fixed menstrual 
cycle during the days of her menstruation," let her examine 
herself, as perhaps she will establish a fixed menstrual cycle. 


The Gemara explains that Rabbi Yohanan could say to you: When 
I say that a woman can establish a fixed menstrual cycle during the 
days of her menstruation, that applies only in a case where the 
first two instances of her fixed cycle were established when she first 
saw blood from a stopped source," i.e., she saw blood on those 
particulars days at the outset of her period. But when she first saw 
blood from an open source, i.e., when the first two instances 
that she experienced bleeding on those particular days was in the 
middle of her menstrual period, I did not say that she establishes a 
fixed menstrual cycle, and therefore there is no need for her to 
examine herself. 


§ The mishna teaches: All women must examine themselves each 
day, except for a menstruating woman, whose impure status is 
known, and a woman after childbirth who is observing the period 
of the blood of purity. The Gemara explains: It may enter your 
mind that when the mishna mentions a woman who is observing 
the period of the blood of purity, it is referring to one who is finish- 
ing the period of impurity following a birth and is anticipating 
observing the period of the blood of purity. In other words, her 
days of impurity are ending and she is about to start her days 
‘of purity, and the mishna is stating that there is no need for an 
examination to conclude her days of impurity before starting her 
days of purity. 


The Gemara analyzes the mishna in accordance with this interpreta- 
tion. This works out well according to the opinion of Rav, who 
said that blood after birth and blood of purity both come from one 
source," and the Torah deemed blood after birth impure, and the 
Torah deemed blood of purity pure. According to this opinion, it 
is well, and one can understand the mishna, since even if she emits 
blood continuously through the end of her days of impurity into her 
days of purity, the blood during her days of purity is pure. 


But according to the opinion of Levi, who said that there are two 
distinct sources, one for blood after birth and one for blood of 
purity, she should be required to examine herself at the end of 
the period following birth, as perhaps that impure source of 
blood after birth had not yet stopped flowing. The Gemara explains 
that Levi could say to you: In accordance with whose opinion is 
this ruling? 


NOTES 


Where the instances of her fixed cycle were established when 
she first saw blood from a stopped source — m»NINT KIT 
Band pwan: The early commentaries explain that, according to 
Rabbi Yohanan, just as a woman cannot establish a fixed men- 
strual cycle during the days of her menstruation, so too there is 


day of expected menstruation in the future. In addition, they 
explain that from this halakha it is apparent that a menstrual 
cycle is established based only upon the onset of menstrua- 
tion and not based upon the continuation of menstruation on 
subsequent days. 


no requirement for her to perform a self-examination on that 


HALAKHA 


A woman can establish a fixed menstrual cycle during 
the days of her menstruation — Jina np) ay nyp Wwe 
Anta 13: The Rambam maintains that a woman constantly 
cycles through seven nidda days and eleven zava days. 
During the seven days of nidda, a woman who saw men- 
strual blood can establish a fixed menstrual cycle. After 
experiencing bleeding once, though, any further blood 
she sees during the seven days of nidda cannot establish 
a fixed menstrual cycle (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 8:9). 


Both come from one source — KYT IM pY: Menstrual 
blood seen during one's days of nidda or ‘days of zava, blood 
from childbirth or blood emitted while experiencing labor 
pain, and the blood of purity after childbirth all come from 
the same source. Nonetheless, the blood can be deemed 
pure or impure based on when it is seen, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 6:1). 
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NOTES 


As perhaps she will find that she established a fixed 
menstrual cycle - np) ab myap KAPTA: The period of 
purity after the birth ofa daughter i is sixty-six days. Dur- 
ing that time it is entirely possible for a woman to estab- 
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a fixed menstrual cycle, either through examining 


herself and finding blood three times at twenty-day 


ervals, according to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, or 
two thirty-day intervals, according to Rabbi Yehuda 


HaNasi, who holds that presumptions can be estab- 


hed after two instances. Therefore, the mishna needed 
teach us that a possible cycle that may have been 
ablished during those days of purity does not transfer 
her subsequent days of impurity (Rashi). 
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It is the opinion of Beit Shammai, who say that there is only one 
source for the two types of blood (see 35b). The Gemara asks: But 
can it be that the tanna taught us an unattributed mishna, which 
is generally accepted as the halakha, in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai, whose opinion is usually not accepted as halakha? 
The Gemara answers: It is a case where the mishna first records 
an unattributed opinion and afterward it records a dispute with 
regard to the same matter. And there is a principle that any time the 
mishna first records an unattributed opinion and afterward it 
records that the ruling is subject to a dispute, then the halakha is 
not necessarily in accordance with the unattributed opinion. 


And if you wish, say instead: Does the mishna teach: A woman is 

anticipating observing the period of the blood of purity? Rather, 
it teaches: Who is observing the period of the blood of purity. The 

Gemara asks: If the mishna is referring to a woman who is already 
observing the period of the blood of purity, what is the purpose of 
stating that she is exempt from performing examinations? Isn't this 

obvious? The Gemara answers: Lest you say that she should exam- 
ine herself, as perhaps she will find that she established a fixed 

menstrual cycle" through blood found on her examination cloths, 
the mishna teaches us that a woman does not establish a cycle from 

sightings of blood that came from a pure source that transfers to 

the period when she sees blood from an impure source. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this answer: This 
answer works out well according to Levi, who said that there are 
two distinct sources, one for blood after birth and one for blood of 
purity; one can understand that she does not establish a cycle with 
regard to blood from one source, from a sighting of blood from a 
different source. But according to Rav, who said that blood after 
birth and blood of purity both come from one source, she should 
be required to examine herself during the period of the blood of 
purity, as perhaps she established a fixed menstrual cycle. The 
Gemara answers: Even so, i.e., that both types of blood come from 
the same source, nevertheless a woman does not establish a cycle 
from her days of purity that transfers to her days of impurity. 


§ The mishna teaches: And even a woman with a fixed menstrual 
cycle engages in intercourse while using examination cloths to 
ascertain whether her menstrual flow began, except for a woman 
after childbirth who is observing the period of the blood of purity, 
and a virgin whose blood is ritually pure for four days after engaging 
in intercourse for the first time. In this connection, the Gemara 
notes that we learned in a mishna there (64b): With regard to a 
young girl whose time to see the flow of menstrual blood has not 
arrived, as she has not yet reached puberty, and she married," Beit 
Shammai say: The Sages give her four nights after intercourse 
during which the blood is attributed to her torn hymen and she is 
ritually pure. Thereafter, any blood is menstrual blood and she is 
impure. And Beit Hillel say: The blood is attributed to the torn 
hymen until the wound heals. 


HALAKHA 


A young girl whose time to see menstrual blood has not menstruation, is deemed pure until her wound has fully healed. 
arrived and she married - NNW) mit FM AT xv nya: This ruling does not reflect the practical halakha, as nowadays 
Blood attributed to a woman's torn hymen i is deemed pure, asits the leniency of ritually pure blood is not practiced. Rather, any 
source is not the womb, but her wound. The Rambam rules in blood, even if it is not menstrual blood, renders her impure 
accordance with Beit Hillel, that the blood seen by a new virgin (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:18, 25 and Ra’avad 
bride who is a young girl, even if she previously experienced there, 11:8). 
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With regard to Beit Hillel’s statement, Rav Giddel says that Shmuel 
says: They taught this only in a case where she does not stop seeing 
blood due to intercourse." In other words, every time she engages 
in intercourse she experiences bleeding. In that case, even if she saw 
blood not due to intercourse, Beit Hillel still attribute the blood to 
the torn hymen. But if she stops seeing blood due to intercourse, 
and then she subsequently saw blood" on another occasion, that 
blood renders her impure. 


He continues: Similarly, if one night passed without them engaging 
in intercourse and she subsequently saw blood without connection 
to intercourse, this indicates that the blood is no longer from her 
torn hymen and therefore she is deemed impure. Likewise, if the 
appearance of her blood had changed since her initial blood from 
her torn hymen, she is impure. Rabbi Yona raises an objection to 
this last halakha from the mishna: And a virgin whose blood is 
ritually pure is not required to examine herself when she engages 
in intercourse. Why not? She should engage in intercourse while 
using examination cloths, as perhaps she will find that the appear- 
ance of her blood has changed, which would mean that her blood 
is no longer ritually pure blood from her torn hymen. 


Rava says: Say the first clause: All women must engage in inter- 
course while using examination cloths, except for a menstruating 
woman whose impure status is certain and a woman after childbirth 
who is observing the period of the blood of purity. It can be 
inferred from here that these two exceptions are not required for 
women to examine themselves, but a virgin whose blood is pure 
is required to perform an examination. This ruling apparently 
supports Shmuel’s opinion that examination is required to deter- 
mine if there is a change in the appearance of her blood. But if so, 
then the two clauses of the mishna are difficult, as they contradict 
each other. 


The Gemara explains: Here, in the latter clause that indicates that a 
virgin requires no examination, it is referring to a case where she 
had engaged in intercourse. In such a situation an examination 
would be inconclusive, as even if the appearance of her blood had 
changed, one can say that it was because the man’s organ soiled it, 
i.e, perhaps the intercourse caused the change of appearance in her 
blood. By contrast, there, in the first clause, it is referring to a case 
where she had not engaged in intercourse, and therefore she is 
required to perform an examination to determine if there was a 
change in appearance in her blood, as any difference in appearance 
would indicate a change from pure blood to impure blood. 


The Gemara notes that this halakha is also taught in a baraita. With 
regard to the opinion of Beit Hillel that blood is attributed to the 
torn hymen until the wound heals, the baraita asks: In what case is 
this statement said? Ina case where she does not stop seeing blood 
due to intercourse, i.e., every time she engages in intercourse she 
experiences bleeding. If so, even when she sees blood not due to 
intercourse, it is deemed pure. 


HALAKHA 


She stops seeing blood due to intercourse and then she subse- 
quently saw blood - Ans) wawa mama npa: After a virgin mar- 
ries, blood that she sees in "the course of intercourse is presumed 
to come from her torn hymen. This presumption continues until 
the first time she engages in intercourse without any bleeding. 

By contrast, the Rema rules that as soon as she engages in 
intercourse without experiencing any pain, even if she continues 


to bleed during intercourse, it may no longer be presumed that the 
blood is from her wound. Some authorities are similarly reluctant 
to take a lenient stance after she has stopped experiencing pain 
from intercourse (Beit Yosef), while the Bah cites other authorities 
who have no qualms about ruling leniently until she engages 
in intercourse without bleeding (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 11:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 18713). 


NOTES 


They taught this only where she does not stop 
seeing blood due to intercourse — sow xby ww x 
wna Nana npa: The time frame that the blood 
seen by a virgin after her first intercourse is deemed 
pure is dependent not upon the passage of time, but 
upon the conditions under which she experiences 
bleeding. As long as she continues to experience 
bleeding with each act of intercourse, any blood seen 
in between is presumed to be coming from her torn 
hymen, even if a couple of days have passed since 
her last act of intercourse. After one occurrence when 
she engaged in intercourse and did not experience 
bleeding, her hymen is presumed to be healed, and 
therefore any blood seen thereafter will render her 
impure. If she then continues to experience bleeding 
with intercourse, it must be suspected that it is men- 
strual blood that is being discharged due to inter- 
course (Shulhan Arukh Yoreh De'a 187:13; see Bah). 

Some say that even without that one occurrence 
where she engaged in intercourse without blood, 
engaging in intercourse one time without pain indi- 
cates that her wound has healed and any blood seen 
thereafter is suspected to be menstrual blood that is 
discharged due to intercourse. With regard to blood 
seen during her first act of intercourse, all agree that 
it is presumed to be from her torn hymen, even if she 
experiences no pain (Rema citing Maharam Padua). 

Some later authorities question the first opinion 
above, noting that it can lead to the untenable 
situation where her menstrual blood is deemed as 
coming from the hymen long after it should have 
stopped bleeding. Rather, they explain that the ruling 
stated in the Shulhan Arukh is limited to a few acts 
of intercourse, but not more (Sidrei Tahara; Darkhei 
Teshuva; Tohorat HaBayit; Maasai Binyamin). Some 
ask why a self-examination was not instituted to 
determine when bleeding from her hymen stops. 
They answer that the institution of self-examination 
was established only to determine if she is currently 
impure, and not to clarify her status in the future 
(Tosefot HaRosh). 
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HALAKHA 


With regard to a woman who is engaged in 
handling pure items — Nivea noy MwKa: The 
Rambam rules that a woman who is required to 
examine herself because she handles ritually pure 
items is also required to examine herself before 
engaging in intercourse with her husband, even 
if she has a fixed menstrual cycle. If she does not 
handle ritually pure items, then, if she has a fixed 
menstrual cycle, she is not required to examine 
herself before engaging in intercourse with her 
husband. The Ra‘avad disagrees and maintains that 
even if she does not have a fixed menstrual cycle, 
she is not required to examine herself before inter- 
course if she does not handle ritually pure items. 
The Rema, citing Roke‘ah, rules that the halakha and 
common practice is in accordance with the latter 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:7, and see Kesef Mishne there; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 18611). 
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But if she stopped seeing blood due to intercourse, and she sub- 
sequently sees blood at a different time, that sighting renders her 
impure. Similarly, if one night passed without her engaging in 
intercourse and then she saw blood without connection to inter- 
course, she is deemed impure. Furthermore, if she sees blood and 
the appearance of her blood had changed from her initial blood 
from her torn hymen, she is impure. 


§ The mishna teaches: And she is required to examine herself 
twice each day, in the morning and at twilight. Rav Yehuda says 
that Shmuel says: The mishna taught this halakha only with regard 
to touching ritually pure items. But with regard to her husband, 
she is permitted to him without any requirement to perform exami- 
nations. The Gemara asks: Isn’t this obvious, as we learn in the 
mishna that she must examine herself twice a day, and the first time 
is in the morning? This indicates that the mishna is concerned 
about the status of ritually pure items that she will handle during 
the day, but not about intercourse with her husband, as a couple 
usually engages in relations at night rather than during the day. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, if the statement of Rav Yehuda citing 
Shmuel was stated, it was stated with regard to the latter clause of 
the mishna: And she is also required to examine herself at a time 

that she is about to engage in intercourse with her husband. Rav 
Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The mishna taught this halakha only 
with regard to a woman who is engaged in handling pure items." 

She alone is required to examine herself before intercourse. The 

reason is that since she is required to perform an examination in 

preparation for handling pure items," she also requires an exami- 
nation in preparation for intercourse with her husband. But with 

regard to a woman who is not engaged in handling pure items, 
she is not required to perform an examination in preparation for 
intercourse with her husband. 


The Gemara asks: What is Rav Yehuda teaching us? We already 
learn this from the mishna (15a): All women have the presumptive 
status of purity to their husbands, and therefore the husband does 
not need to ascertain whether she is ritually pure before engaging 
in intercourse. The Gemara answers: If this halakha is learned from 
the mishna alone, I would say that this statement applies only to 
a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle. But in the case of a 
woman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle, she is required 
to perform an examination before intercourse. Consequently, Rav 
Yehuda teaches us that even a woman who does not have a fixed 
menstrual cycle is not required to perform an examination before 
intercourse, unless she handles pure items. 


The Gemara asks: But aren’t we are dealing in the mishna with a 
case of a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle? The Gemara 
answers: The mishna is dealing both with a case where she has a 
fixed menstrual cycle and with a case where she does not have a 
fixed menstrual cycle. And this is what the mishna teaches us: That 
even though she has a fixed menstrual cycle, and therefore one 
might think that she is exempt from examination, nevertheless if 
she handles pure items, since she is required to perform an exami- 
nation in preparation for handling those pure items, she is also 
required to perform an examination in preparation for intercourse 


with her husband. 


Since she is required to perform an examination in preparation 
for handling pure items, etc. - 131 nied Apa Myst iat: Why 
is there is a greater requirement for examination for the purpose of 
handling pure items than for intercourse with her husband? Isn't the 
sin of intercourse while she is menstruating, which is punishable 


NOTES 


The later commentaries suggest that the Sages were particularly 
concerned with regard to ritual impurity, just as the Torah shows 
great concern in this regard, as demonstrated by the many offerings 
prescribed by the Torah for one who consumes sacred items or 
enters into the Temple in a state of ritual impurity. 


by karet, more serious than rendering ritually pure items impure? 
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The Gemara asks: But didn’t Shmuel already state this halakha on 
another occasion? As Rabbi Zeira said that Rabbi Abba bar 
Yirmeya says that Shmuel says: With regard to a woman who does 
not have a fixed menstrual cycle, it is forbidden for her to engage 
in intercourse with her husband until she examines herself and 
determines that she is pure. And we interpreted this halakha as 
referring to a case where she is engaged in handling pure items. The 
Gemara answers: Shmuel did not in fact issue two statements; rather, 
one was stated by inference from the other. In other words, Shmuel 
said one of these statements explicitly; the other was reported by his 
students in his name based on an inference from what he had said. 


The Gemara adds: This is also taught in a baraita: In what case is 
this statement, that a woman requires an examination, said? It is 
said with regard to a woman who is preparing for handling pure 
items. But with regard to engaging in intercourse with her husband, 
she is permitted" to do so without performing an examination. The 
baraita qualifies this ruling: And in what case is this statement, that 
she is not required to perform an examination, said? It is said when 
her husband traveled and left her with the presumptive status of 
ritual purity." If so, upon his return she does not need to perform 
an examination before they engage in intercourse. But if he left her 
with the presumptive status of ritual impurity, she remains forever 
in her status of impurity, until she says to him: I am ritually pure. 


§ Rabbi Zeira raised a dilemma before Rav Yehuda: What is the 
halakha as to whether a woman should examine herself before 
engaging in intercourse with her husband?" Rav Yehuda said to 
him: She should not examine herself. Rabbi Zeira asked: And let 
her examine herself; what would be the problem with that? Rav 
Yehuda answered: If so, the heart of a scrupulous husband might 
strike him with pangs of conscience over sins that he could trans- 
gress, and he will separate from his wife out of fear that she is impure. 


Rabbi Abba raised a similar dilemma before Rav Huna: What is 
the halakha as to whether a woman should examine herself imme- 
diately after engaging in intercourse, within the minimum period of 
time needed for the onset of menstruation, in order to render her 
husband liable to bring a sin offering for engaging in intercourse 
with a menstruating woman? 


Rav Huna said to him: Can you find a case where it is physically 
possible to perform a full examination after intercourse within the 
period of time needed for the onset of menstruation? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: What is the period of time needed for the onset 
of menstruation? This is comparable to a male organ and an exami- 
nation cloth that are standing alongside the doorpost, i.e., at the 
entrance to the vagina; upon the exit of the organ the examination 
cloth immediately enters. 


What is the halakha as to whether a woman should examine 
herself before engaging in intercourse with her husband — 
aw TAYY PITANW VTA MWe: It is unclear to which examination 
Rabbi Zeira is referring. The early commentaries differ in their 
explanations. Some claim that he is inquiring about an examina- 
tion after intercourse, as although the examination after inter- 
course is not obligatory, it is customary for scrupulous women to 
perform that examination. The Rambam adds that he is referring 


NOTES 


only to an examination immediately after intercourse, but both 
the woman and the man are obligated to examine themselves 
sometime after intercourse to determine that there was no blood 
(see Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 416, and Haggahot 
Maimoniyyot there). Others say that Rabbi Zeira is referring to 
both examinations, before intercourse and after intercourse. Rav 
Yehuda replied that she should not perform any examination 
(Rashi; Tosafot), and that is the halakha in practice (Ramban). 


NOTES 


But with regard to engaging in intercourse with her 
husband she is permitted — mpm abyab bax: The 
early commentaries disagree concerning this halakha. 
Some say that a woman is not required to perform an 
examination prior to intercourse or after intercourse 
(Rashi). Others rule, based on their interpretation of 
the Gemara on 12b, that such a woman is required to 
perform two examinations, one before intercourse and 
one after intercourse (Rabbeinu Hananel and Rosh). 


HALAKHA 


When her husband traveled and left her with the 
presumptive status of ritual purity — npina Ananw 
mime: Every woman with a fixed menstrual cycle has 
the presumptive status of purity to her husband until 
she declares that she is impure or her neighbors know 
her to be a nidda. If, when a husband traveled, he left his 
wife in a presumptive status of purity, upon his return 
he does not need to ask her if she is still ritually pure. 
He may engage in intercourse with her, even if she 
is groggy and is unable to clarify her status to him. If 
when he left she was impure, he may not engage in 
intercourse with her until she declares her purity to 
him (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 4:7 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:9). 


HALAKHA 


What is the halakha as to whether a woman should 
examine herself before engaging in intercourse 
with her husband - Abya) masy pranw amg TYY: 

Not only is a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle 
not required to perform self-examinations when she 
engages in intercourse, but she should not perform 

them even if she wishes to, as it will make her hus- 
band nervous and he may worry that perhaps he will 

engage in intercourse with a menstruating woman. By 
contrast, the Rambam rules that both wife and husband 
should examine themselves after intercourse with their 
respective swatches to determine if there was any blood 
discharged during intercourse. He also notes that scru- 
pulous women should even examine themselves before 
intercourse. Nevertheless, the Rema, citing Roke‘ah, rules 
in accordance with the first opinion that no examination 
should be performed, and he adds that this is the preva- 
lent custom (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:7; see Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 4:16, and Ra‘avad and Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 186:1). 
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HALAKHA 


And this is the examination cloth of virtuous women — 
nipuy bw x my: In the case ofa woman without a 
menstrual cycle, she and her husband must examine 


themselves with their respective swatches before 
after each intercourse. If, after three occasions, no b 
is found, she then attains the presumptive status 


intercourse does not bring upon her a menstrual 
and from then on they no longer need to perform any 
examinations before or after intercourse. The Rambam 
and Rosh maintain that a woman without a fixed men- 
strual cycle must always examine herself before and after 
intercourse, and the Rambam adds that her husband 
must also examine himself. There are those who main- 
tain that all these examinations are necessary only for a 
woman who is also handling ritually pure items (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 186:2, and see Shakh there). 


70 


NIDDA : PEREK 1: 12A: 29T’ p 


fixed 


and 
ood 
that 
flow, 


APT cy mp- nY nDo 


anapAw im XYY 


TON API KYI 137 WIT KPN 
zya wb Moxy pram ima 
pian xb ib vox 25m Dwy 
ispi nab- poy Ppa A piam 

wy 


Way 1D "May way mwa 
Gy yay aay PNI 931 aN Y I 
Sag va xax 137 mh wax niyay 
AA ANY’ NID" yA KIN IN ID 


bp ix IN : mb qax Ymyuy’ 
YNY” KVA DSN 737 DAT 


DAIT OP WY NT Va 
KY YUT KITA KYT reat pay” 
TY yY KI var NYY 2p 
PX- TODUN yy ap TAV 
NB ANS wawana ia MIpTia 

to nax hy nip tia - niyay 


NBN DT WOK MYT IT VO XD 
PXU TUY Sem ay TINY a 
pinang ay vaw’ TTK- nD AY 
PNY TANK ah KPN a OK 
ab w Apa ya - Dy ab px 


PINYINI- p) 


KYI - my D) ad w mh vox 
PX TPTI NYI x} - Aw? Ta 
KYA — MW pa TW PAND) AY 

Apa 


The Gemara explains: It is apparent that the period of time that they 
stated is the time required for an external wipe, and not for a full 

internal examination. Therefore, if she did an internal examination 

and found blood, one cannot be certain that she was already men- 
struating during intercourse and thereby render the husband liable 

to bring a sin offering. Rather, this is Rabbi Abba’s dilemma: What 

is the halakha as to whether a woman should wipe herself immedi- 
ately after engaging in intercourse? Since this action can be per- 
formed quickly, if she were to find blood her husband would be liable 

to bring a sin offering. 


Some say that this is the dilemma that Rabbi Abba raised before 
Rav Huna: What is the halakha as to whether a woman should 
examine herself immediately after engaging in intercourse, in order 
to render her husband liable to bring a provisional guilt offering 
brought by one who is uncertain as to whether he committed a sin 
that requires a sin offering? Rav Huna said to him: She should not 
examine herself. Rabbi Abba asked: And let her examine herself; 
what would be the problem with that? Rav Huna answered: If so, 
the heart of a scrupulous husband might strike him with pangs of 
conscience over sins that he could transgress, and he will separate 
from his wife out of fear that she is impure. 


§ The mishna teaches: And she is also required to examine herself 
ata time that she is about to engage in intercourse with her husband. 
Rabbi Ami says that Rabbi Yannai says: And this examination 
performed before intercourse is known as: The examination cloth 
of virtuous women," as this examination is not strictly required. 
Rabbi Abba bar Memel said to Rabbi Ami: The tanna teaches that 
women are required to perform this examination, and yet you teach 
that only virtuous women perform it. Rabbi Ami said to him: Yes, 
as I say that anyone who fulfills the statements of the Sages is 
called virtuous. Rabbi Ami did not mean that this examination is 
beyond the letter of the law. He was simply praising those who abide 
by the established halakha. 


With regard to Rabbi Ami’s claim, Rava says: And according to your 
opinion, with regard to one who does not fulfill the statements of 
the Sages, he is not called virtuous. But this indicates that he is 
not called wicked either. This cannot be correct, as one who does 
not heed the instructions of the Sages is certainly wicked. Rather, 
Rava said: Virtuous women are those who do not reuse the exami- 
nation cloth that they used to examine themselves before this 
intercourse. Even if no blood was found on it, they do not examine 
themselves with it prior to another act of intercourse, as once 
it was used once, it is not as clean as before. And those who are 
not virtuous women reuse the same examination cloths and 
examine themselves with them and they are not particular about 
this matter. 


Q The Gemara returns to the matter itself: Rabbi Zeira says that 
Rabbi Abba bar Yirmeya says that Shmuel says: With regard to a 
woman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle, it is forbidden 
for her to engage in intercourse until she examines herself. Rabbi 
Zeira said to Rabbi Abba bar Yirmeya: Does Shmuel mean that if 
she does not have a fixed menstrual cycle she is required to perform 
an examination, but if she has a fixed menstrual cycle she is not 
required to perform an examination? This is difficult, as the mishna 
teaches that even a woman with a fixed menstrual cycle is required 
to perform an examination before she engages in intercourse. 


Rabbi Abba bar Yirmeya said to him: The mishna means that if she 
has a fixed menstrual cycle and she is awake, she is required to 
perform an examination; if she is sleeping she is not required to 
perform an examination before intercourse, as this would involve 
much effort. If she does not have a fixed menstrual cycle, then 
whether she is awake or sleeping, she is required to perform an 
examination. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


np) a> ow cep ed) NIN qo 
xb - nbyab Apa wey - nina 
soya boy- nb) ay PX TDT ea 
225 a 2x Komm. PTa NYI 2 
xb- Awd bs Dyer Tapp Ayn pow 

Apa Kwa 


man pan pia pan parun 
on? opp) - apean mam oasa 
PA OTAS POY PRR sine pna 
- WOK OTT Maa niw pa niy 
DPMS aT ae aan Farata a 
TANAW WY mee KT obiyd - menw 

ays mate” ih 


ab wa x 2a pin nena dere rem 


- py AD PNI ne ITW NWP - ND) 


mD pa My pa KP 


PS- AVAAW [P21 NE\AY WWI Drip? 
x5 37 mh oN ia aba apa ob 
NPADA N93 TAVR D-NY 


Perek | 
Daf12 Amud b 


Tox PIKI KIT, NY prt h VON 
a7 ma ngb monday KIN 
ANN 1D, YO I MA KIT ITN NBD 
33 DAKI pI shown ran pay 
xpi xo anh spony xb 


ATP WDA kakanta 


Rava says: And let Rabbi Abba bar Yirmeya say a different answer 
to Rabbi Zeira: Shmuel means that if she has a fixed menstrual 
cycle, then in the case of a woman who handles pure items, she is 
required to perform an examination for the sake ofintercourse as 
well. If she does not handle pure items, then for the sake of inter- 
course with her husband alone she is not required to perform an 
examination. By contrast, if she does not have a fixed menstrual 
cycle, then she is required to perform an examination even for 
the sake of intercourse with her husband. Rava concludes: And 
from the fact that Rabbi Abba bar Yirmeya did not say this answer, 
one can learn from it that Shmuel holds that in any case where 
an examination is only for the purpose of intercourse with her 
husband, she is not required to perform an examination. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to donkey drivers 
and laborers who return home, and those who come home from 
the house of mourning or from the house of feasting for a wed- 
ding, their wives remain in a presumptive status of purity." And 
therefore they may come and remain with them, i.e., engage in 
intercourse with them, whether they are sleeping" or awake. The 
baraita clarifies: In what case is this statement said? When the 
husbands left their wives in a presumptive state of purity. But if 
the husbands left them in a presumptive state of impurity, she 
remains forever in a status of impurity, until she says to him: I am 
ritually pure. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Abba bar Yirmeya, with 
regard to what case does Shmuel interpret this baraita? If the 
baraita is dealing with a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle, 
it is difficult, as Shmuel holds that such a woman who is awake is 
required to perform an examination, whereas the baraita indicates 
that no examination is necessary. And if the baraita is referring to 
a woman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle, it is also 
difficult, as Shmuel holds that she always is required to perform an 
examination, whether she is awake or sleeping. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the baraita is referring to a case 
where she has a fixed menstrual cycle, and since her husband 
came home from his travels and requested of her that they engage 
in intercourse, there is no greater examination than this." Since 
she had time to consider the matter while he was asking her, she 
would have remembered had she sensed the onset of her menstrual 
cycle, whereas under regular circumstances she might not have 
time to recall. Based upon this explanation, Rav Pappa’ said to 
Rava: What is the halakha with regard to acting in accordance 
with this baraita? Perhaps it is necessary to wake her and ask her 
whether she is ritually pure. 


Rava said to Rav Pappa: Wise one [sudani]!' No, won't she be 
demeaned before him? It is embarrassing for her if she is awoken 
and has to think about whether or not she is pure. Rav Kahana 
says: I asked the members of the households, i.e., the wives, of 
Rav Pappa and of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua: When the 
Sages, your husbands, came home from the study hall, did they 
require you to perform an examination prior to intercourse? And 
they said to me: No. The Gemara asks: But why ask their wives? 
Why not ask those Sages themselves? The Gemara answers: Per- 
haps they might rule leniently for others, while acting stringently 
with themselves. Therefore, their wives were asked, to determine 
how the Sages conducted themselves in their personal lives. 


HALAKHA 


Donkey drivers and laborers...their wives remain 
in a presumptive status of purity — „pia pan 
my npina ond apg: Every woman with a fixed 
menstrual cycle has the presumptive status of purity 
to her husband until she declares that she is impure 
or her neighbors know her to be a nidda. If, when a 
husband traveled, he left his wife in a presumptive 
status of purity, upon his return he does not need to 
ask her if she is still ritually pure. He may engage in 
intercourse with her, even if she is unable to clarify her 
status to him. If when he left she was impure, he may 
not engage in intercourse with her until she declares 
her purity to him (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Meta- 
mei Mishkav UMoshav 4:7 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 4:9). 


NOTES 

Whether they are sleeping - nig» pa: Although it 
is prohibited to engage in intercourse with one's wife 
while she is sleeping (see Nedarim 20b), the baraita is 
dealing only with her status as a menstruating woman, 
irrespective of other considerations (Tosafot). Alterna- 
tively, Tosafot suggest that the baraita is referring to a 
woman who is not fully asleep; she is merely not alert 
enough to declare whether or not she is ritually pure. 


There is no greater examination than this - b ps 
fra mbit ip"1a: Tosafot explain that those people dis- 
cussed in the baraita have a tendency to take more 
time enticing their wives before requesting of them 
to engage in intercourse. Therefore, she would have 
remembered during that time if she was expecting the 
onset of her menstrual period. This would not apply to 
a standard case of a husband who requests of his wife 
to engage in intercourse. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Pappa — X95 31: Rav Pappa belonged to the 
fifth generation of the amora‘im of Babylon. He was 
a student of both Abaye and Rava in Pumbedita. Rav 
Pappa established an academy in Neresh, where he 
was joined by his close friend Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua, who was appointed chief lecturer. After 
Rava’s death, many of his students came to study 
under Rav Pappa, who had more than two hundred 
students attending his lectures. Rav Pappa’s father was 
a wealthy merchant and supported him in order to 
allow him to study. Rav Pappa also became a wealthy 
businessman; he was a successful brewer of date beer 
and he prospered in other business ventures as well. 
The Talmud records that he engaged in trade with both 
Jews and gentiles and had a reputation for fairness and 
generosity in his business dealings. 


LANGUAGE 


Wise one [sudani] — ‘3110: Several explanations are 
given for this nickname. Some say that it comes from 
the Hebrew word sod, which means secret, as in the 
verse: “The secret [sod] of the Lord is with them that 
fear Him” (Psalms 25:14). Rashi explains that Rav Pappa 
was called by this name due to his stature as a Torah 
scholar. Others explain that it was because of his piety 
(Arukh). Alternatively, this moniker refers to one who 
manufactures or sells wine (Rashi on Berakhot 44b). 
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NOTES 

Nor produce of her property - niva xr: This is refer- 
ring to the benefits that the husband received from the 
usufruct property that his wife brought into the mar- 
riage. One might have thought that as she has no right 
0 receive payment of her marriage contract, it is evident 
hat she was never really his wife, and therefore he must 
reimburse her for the benefit that he received from her 
property. Therefore, the baraita teaches that she is not 
entitled to any such reimbursement (Rashi). 


Nor does she get back her worn clothes — nina xd): 

There are certain items that a woman brings into a mar- 
riage, such as clothing, whose value is guaranteed to be 
returned to her upon divorce or her husband's death. 
These are known as guaranteed property. Her husband 
is permitted to use them, even if they become worn 
hrough his use. Rashi maintains that in a case such as 
his, when there is an obligation to divorce her, she is not 
entitled to those worn clothes and items, even if they 
remain intact. Other early commentaries maintain that 
any guaranteed property that is intact must be returned 

to her, and the worn clothes mentioned here are clothes 
and items that are entirely worn out, to the point that 
they are unusable. According to this opinion, the baraita 
means that the husband is not responsible for reimburse- 
ment with regard to those items. Furthermore, accord- 
ing to this opinion, the woman is also entitled to the 
additional sum that her husband voluntarily added to 
her marriage contract. 


| would not have divorced her — mwa m7 x: The 
early commentaries are puzzled as to how this man could 
possibly claim that he would not have divorced his wife. 
Isn't he obligated to divorce her due to her lack of a fixed 
menstrual cycle? They answer that since the court does 
not actually force him to divorce her, he is able to make 
such an assertion. Therefore, he is able to claim that he 
would have stayed married to her until she attained a 
fixed menstrual cycle, as she did while she was married 
to her second husband (Ran). 


BACKGROUND 

One hundred times one hundred dinars [maneh] - nga 
maga: The maneh is a coin worth one hundred dinars. To 
evaluate the purchasing power of one hundred maneh, 
it should be kept in mind that a worker's daily wages 
amounted to roughly four dinars. One hundred maneh 
were worth approximately seven years of the average 
worker's wages. 
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Q The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to awoman who does 
not have a fixed menstrual cycle, she is forbidden to engage in 
intercourse, and she does not have the right to receive payment 
of her marriage contract if divorced or widowed, nor is she entitled 
to payment from her husband for the produce of her property" that 
he consumed, nor is she entitled to provisions for her sustenance 
from his estate, nor does she get back her worn clothes" or other 
items she brought with her to her marriage as part of her dowry. 
And furthermore, her husband must divorce her and he may never 
remarry her. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says: She is permitted to engage in 
intercourse with her husband, but she must examine herself with 
two examination cloths, one prior to intercourse and one after- 
ward. They may be to her detriment if she finds blood on the cloths, 
or they may lead to her betterment, since if she finds no blood 
she is permitted to her husband. They said in the name of Abba 
Hanan: Woe to her husband! 


The Gemara explains each clause of the baraita: She is forbidden 
to engage in intercourse, as perhaps she will ruin her husband if 
she emits blood during intercourse. And with regard to the halakha 
that she does not have the right to receive payment of her marriage 
contract, the reason is that since she is not fit for intercourse, she 
is not entitled to payment of her marriage contract. 


The Gemara continues its explanation: And she is not entitled to 
payment for the produce of her property, nor is she entitled to 
provisions for her sustenance from his estate, nor does she get 
back her worn clothes. The reason for all these is because stipula- 
tions in the marriage contract are considered like the marriage 
contract itself. Since she is not entitled to a marriage contract, she 
is likewise not entitled to these additional provisions that are 
stipulated in the marriage contract. 


The Gemara analyzes the next clause in the baraita: Her husband 
must divorce her and he may never remarry her. The Gemara asks: 
Isn't that obvious? The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to 
teach this in a case where her situation was subsequently amended, 
i.e., she established a fixed menstrual cycle. Lest you say that he 
may remarry her, the baraita teaches us that this is not permitted, 
as sometimes such a woman might go and marry someone else 
and her status is subsequently amended. 


And the problem in this scenario is that her first husband might say: 
If I would have known that it is like this, that she would be cured, 
even if you would have given me one hundred times one hundred 
dinars? to divorce her I would not have divorced her." And if so, 
the bill of divorce will be found to be void, and her children from 
her second husband will be considered mamzerim. Therefore it 
must be made clear to him from the outset that this divorce is final. 


The Gemara analyzes the final clause of the baraita: They said in 
the name of Abba Hanan: Woe to her husband! Some say that he 
said this to Rabbi Meir, as Abba Hanan maintains that the hus- 
band is required to settle her payment of her marriage contract 
upon their divorce. And some say that he said this to Rabbi 
Hanina ben Antigonus, since Abba Hanan disagrees with his opin- 
ion and holds that it is forbidden to engage in intercourse with her, 
as perhaps she will ruin him if they engage in intercourse when she 
is menstruating. 


Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus. The Gemara 
asks: And with regard to what case did Shmuel issue this ruling of 
halakha? The Gemara elaborates: If it is referring to a woman who 
is engaged in handling ritually pure items, didn’t Shmuel already 
say on another occasion that a woman without a fixed menstrual 
cycle must examine herself prior to intercourse? 
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examination is only for the purpose of intercourse with her hus- 
band, not for handling pure items, she is not required to perform 
an examination? As Rabbi Zeira said that Rabbi Abba bar 
Yirmeya says that Shmuel says: A woman who does not have a 


Inia mpipya - ay X2271X1 fixed menstrual cycle is forbidden to engage in intercourse until 


KTNA xb Ka ATINA she examines herself, and we interpreted this statement as refer- 


ring to cases where she is engaged in handling ritually pure items." 
The Gemara answers: He who teaches this does not teach that," 


i.e., Shmuel’s ruling is in fact referring to a woman engaged in han- 


dling pure items, and the two rulings were cited in his name by 


AOKK aby yan different Sages. 


A woman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle... 
where she is engaged in handling ritually pure items - 
niga mprpys...npy Ah pw mere: The Rambam writes that 
a woman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle must 
examine herself before and after intercourse with two separate 
swatches. It appears that this ruling applies even to a woman 
who does not handle ritually pure items. The Ra'avad disagrees 
and rules that it should apply only to a woman who handles 
ritually pure items, while a woman who does not handle pure 
items is not required to examine herself just for intercourse 
with her husband. Most authorities follow the Ra’avad's opinion, 
which is supported by the Gemara’s conclusion with regard 


He who teaches this does not teach that — xb KTT INA 
XTA: Some explain that two amora'im reported the same 
statement in the name of Shmuel. According to this explanation, 
Shmuel holds that a woman who handles ritually pure items 
must perform an examination before and after intercourse, 
even if she has a fixed menstrual cycle. Whereas a woman 
who does not handle ritually pure items needs no examination, 
even if she does not have a fixed menstrual cycle (Rashi; Rid). 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


to Shmuel's opinion (see Shakh; Haggahot Maimoniyyot; Kesef 
Mishne). With regard to the halakha as it is practiced, some say 
that in a place where the prevalent custom is to be lenient, one 
should not act stringently, while anywhere else one should act 
stringently as set down in the Shulhan Arukh (Pithei Teshuva, 
citing Torat Shelamim). Others maintain that even the lenient 
opinion is only lenient in that a full internal examination is not 
required, but a surface wiping is necessary, and the swatch must 
be left on her for the amount of time needed for the onset of 
menstruation (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:16 
and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 186:2). 


Others understand that the case is that the amora’‘im reported 
opposing opinions in the name of Shmuel. According to Rabbi 
Abba bar Yirmeya, Shmuel holds that even when she does not 
handle pure items, she is required to perform an examination 
if she does not have a fixed menstrual cycle, while according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, Shmuel holds that if she does not handle ritually 
pure items she need not examine herself (Rambam; Rabbeinu 
Hananel; Rabbeinu Tam in Sefer HaYashar). 
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This chapter clarified the halakhot and details with regard to a woman who assumes 
ritual impurity upon experiencing a discharge of menstrual blood. It discussed the 
possibility of blood leaving her uterus before it was physically discovered, and the 
status of ritually pure items that she handled prior to that discovery. 


In the case of a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle, her time is sufficient, i.e., she 
assumes ritual impurity status only from the time of her discovery of menstrual blood, 
not retroactively. But with regard to a woman who does not have a fixed menstrual 
cycle, the Sages disagree. Some maintain that she too need not worry about retroac- 
tive impurity. Several reasons are given for this opinion. One is that this woman had a 
presumptive status of ritual purity until that moment, and therefore any uncertainty 
in the interim is resolved by reliance on that presumptive status. Another reason is 
that had menstrual blood been in the womb previously, it would have come out at 
that stage. Since it was discovered only later, at that moment, it can be assumed that 
it was there only at that point in time. 


Yet another reason for not imposing retroactive impurity is that every woman who 
has a menstrual flow clearly senses that flow. Consequently, if a woman felt her flow 
only at that particular time, it stands to reason that she had no previous discharge. 
According to this last reason, woman who are unable to perceive such physical sensa- 
tions, such as mentally incompetent women, would transmit impurity retroactively. 
One more rationale for this ruling is that if women were deemed impure retroactively, 
their husbands might be too apprehensive to engage in intercourse with them, which 
would cause them to be derelict in the mitzva to procreate. 


With regard to the scope of a woman's retroactive impurity, some say that it extends 
back to her last examination, even if that occurred several days earlier. Others hold 
that it extends back to the shorter of the following two periods: Either a twenty-four- 
hour period, or since the last time she performed an examination. The halakha is in 
accordance with this opinion. The dispute among the Sages applies only to a case 
where a woman discovers a flow of menstrual blood. If she discovered a blood stain, 
all agree that it transmits impurity retroactively. 


The Sages disagree with regard to a woman's retroactive impurity for sacred items that 
she might have touched during that period, but with regard to non-sacred items that 
one treats in the manner of sacred items for the purposes of ritual purity, all agree 
that a menstruating woman renders them impure only from that point onward, not 
retroactively, as the elevated status of these items is merely a stringency to protect 
the sanctity of consecrated items. 


There are certain categories of women with regard to whom all agree that they 
transmit impurity only from the time that they find menstrual blood, even if the 
blood is emitted outside of their regular menstrual cycle. Four such categories of 
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women are enumerated in this chapter: The first is a menstrual virgin, who has yet 
to see menstrual blood, even if she was married and experienced bleeding after her 
first intercourse. The second is a pregnant woman, starting from the third month of 
her pregnancy, which is the point at which her fetus is recognizable to others. The 
third is a nursing woman, a status that continues for a period of twenty-four months 
following birth. Finally, the fourth is an elderly woman who has passed through three 
regular menstrual cycles of thirty days without experiencing bleeding. 
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And he shall sacrifice it before the Lord, and make 
atonement for her; and she shall be purified from the 
source of her blood. This is the law for she who bears, 
whether a male or a female. 

(Leviticus 12:7) 


And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her 
flesh is blood, she shall be in her menstruation seven 
days, and whoever touches her shall be impure until 
the evening. 

(Leviticus 15:19) 


If there arise a matter too hard for you in judgment, 
between blood and blood, between plea and plea, and 
between leprous mark and leprous mark, even matters 
of controversy within your gates, then you shall arise, 
and get up unto the place that the Lord your God 
shall choose. 

(Deuteronomy 17:8) 


The verse “and if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood” teaches 
that a menstruating woman is rendered ritually impure. Therefore, a woman must 
examine herself to see whether she has contracted this impurity, so that she does not 
transmit impurity to other items or partake of teruma, the portion of the produce 
designated for the priest, in a state of ritual impurity. This basic halakha leads to 
the secondary question of how women who are not halakhically competent can be 
examined so that they may partake of teruma. With regard to the examination itself, 
it must be determined how the woman should perform it, and at what intervals it 
should be conducted. A similar inquiry applies to a man who wishes to examine 
himself for the impurity of a seminal emission or a gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva]. 


It is derived from the phrase “her issue in her flesh is blood” that not all fluids that 
are discharged from the uterus are ritually impure; only blood is. But the Torah does 
not specify the precise appearance of impure blood. Since there are many shades of 
red, as well as other reddish colors, it is necessary to establish the exact color of this 
blood. Furthermore, sometimes blood can change in color, and therefore the status 
of every reddish tinge must be established. 


In addition, the phrase “between blood and blood” indicates that certain types of 
blood are ritually pure, as only blood from the uterus whose color is the proper shade 
of red renders the woman impure. This is derived from the phrase “from the source 
of her blood,” which refers to the uterus. 


If a woman examined herself and discovered blood, but is unsure whether or not 
the blood is impure, she requires the ruling of a halakhic authority. Many questions 
arise with regard to this examination by a halakhic authority, e.g., in what manner 
it should be performed, and whether one halakhic authority can deem blood pure 
after another halakhic authority has already deemed it impure. 


These and other related matters are discussed in this chapter. 
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MI S H N A With regard to any hand that is diligent to 


examine bodily emissions to ascertain rit- 
ual impurity, among women" such a hand is praiseworthy. But 
among men" such a hand should be severed, as this action is apt 


to lead to a seminal emission for naught. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: What is different about 
women and what is different about men, 
that women are praised for examining for bodily emissions while 
men are castigated for the same? The Gemara answers: Women 
are not susceptible to sexual arousal by this action, and therefore 
when a woman is diligent to examine herself she is considered 
praiseworthy; whereas men, who are susceptible to sexual arous- 
al" and may experience a seminal emission as a result of this contact, 
may not do so, and the hand of a man who conducts frequent 
examinations for emissions should be severed. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why does the mishna state specifically 
among men that only the hand that is diligent to examine, i.e., 
that does so often, should be severed? Even when a man is not 
diligent to examine, but does so occasionally, this action is also 
apt to cause a seminal emission. The Gemara answers: When the 
mishna teaches: Any hand that is diligent to examine, it states this 
only with regard to women, as men should not examine even 
occasionally. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the examination of men for semi- 
nal emissions. It is taught in a baraita: In what case is this state- 
ment, that men should not examine themselves, said? It is said 
with regard to an examination for semen. But with regard to a 
man who examines himself for gonorrhea-like discharge [zov], he 
too is praiseworthy for examining diligently, as women are. The 
reason is that a man who experiences two such discharges is ritually 
impure but is not obligated to bring an offering, whereas one who 
experiences three such emissions must bring an offering as a zav. 
Therefore, it is important for a man who experiences a gonorrhea- 
like discharge to examine and count his emissions carefully. 


The baraita adds: And even with regard to semen, if one wants 
to examine himself with a rock or with a piece of earthenware, 
which are hard and will not warm the body, he may examine 
himself in this manner. 


The Gemara asks: And may a man not examine himself with a linen 
cloth? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Aman may examine himself 
with a cloth, to see if he has emitted semen, or with any similar 
item that he wants? The Gemara answers: Just as Abaye said, with 
regard to a different issue, that it is referring to a coarse cloth, 
which will not warm one’s body, here too, the baraita is referring 
to a coarse cloth, which will not lead to a seminal emission. 


The Gemara asks: And where was this statement of Abaye stated? 
It was stated with regard to that which we learned in a mishna 
(40a): Ifa priest was eating teruma and he sensed that his limbs 
quaked," indicating that a seminal emission was imminent, he 
should firmly hold his penis to prevent the emission from leaving 
his body, and swallow the teruma while ritually pure. 


NOTES 


Men, who are susceptible to arousal — 47193 AWAIT 937 DIN: 
Various explanations have been suggested by the early com- 
mentaries for this difference between men and women. Some 
say that the constant handling of the penis can lead to a seminal 
emission, whereas women do not experience seminal emissions 


Others claim that women who touch their private parts could 
also destroy any semen that might be there, but as they are not 
obligated in the mitzva to be fruitful and multiply the prohibition 
against wasting seed does not apply to them (Josafot on Yevamot 
12b, citing Rabbeinu Tam; see Gilyon of Tosafot). 


(Tosafot on Yevamot 12b; Rashi; Ramban; Rashba; Ritva; Ran; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


Any hand that is diligent to examine among 
women - orgga pita nayan tat ba: A woman who 
is diligent to examine herself, whether when she is 
counting the days for her purity or when she has not 
yet experienced bleeding, is considered praiseworthy. 
This is the case even if she has a fixed menstrual period. 
But she should not do so at the time of intercourse 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 184:1). 


Among men — mwa: It is prohibited for an unmar- 
ried man to handle his penis, so that he does not 
arouse himself. He should not even place his hand 
below his navel, for the same reason. When he urinates, 
he should do so without taking hold of his penis. It is 
permitted for a married man to take hold of his penis 
when urinating, even if his wife is not present (Beit 
Shmuel). But even a married man should touch his 
penis only when he needs to urinate (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:23; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 23:4). 


If a priest was eating teruma and he sensed that 
his limbs quaked — yyrytaw WAM manna baie mI 
yas: If a priest was eating teruma and realized that 
his limbs were quaking, he should take hold of his 
penis, preferably above the corona (Radbaz), and 
swallow the teruma (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 7:4). 
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HALAKHA 


Anyone who holds his penis and urinates — mixy bs 
pawa inaxa: One should be careful not to hold his 
penis and urinate, as this might cause him to emit semen 
for naught. It is permitted for a married man to urinate in 
this manner, although some commentaries maintain that 
this leniency applies only if his wife is with him and she is 
not menstruating (Magen Avraham). Others rule that this 
is the halakha even if his wife is not present (Beit Shmuel). 
It is an attribute of piety to be careful in this regard even 
when one is married, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer, as explained by Rav Nahman later. In 
any case it is permitted to handle one's testicles for this 
purpose, as stated by Abba, son of Rabbi Binyamin bar 


Hiyya. If one holds his penis from the corona and below, 
i.e., toward the tip of the penis, it is permitted in all cases, 


even if he had an erection (Mishna Berura), in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu citing Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:23; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 23:4 and Orah Hayyim 3:14-15). 


Let a person stand on an elevated place and urinate 
downward or urinate into an area where there is loose 
soil — nima 9y paw ix pre) maa oipaa DIX say”: 
Aman should not urinate when standing, because of the 
drops that might spray onto his legs, unless he is situated 
at the high end of an inclined plane or if he urinates into 
soft dirt, e.g., plowed earth (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 3:13). 
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A difficulty was raised with regard to this mishna: May he actually 
hold his penis? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer 
says: With regard to anyone who holds his penis" and urinates," it 
is considered as though he is bringing a flood to the world, as 
masturbation was one of the sins that led to the flood (Sanhedrin 
108b)? Abaye says in resolution of this difficulty that the mishna is 
referring to one who holds his penis with a coarse cloth. 


Rava says with regard to that mishna: You may even say that it 
is referring to a priest who holds his penis with a soft cloth, and 
the reason it is permitted is that once the semen has already been 
uprooted from his body, it is uprooted, and his subsequent holding 
of the penis, even with a soft cloth, does not increase the emission 
of semen. And Abaye prohibits the use of a soft cloth even here, as 
he is concerned that perhaps due to the contact of this cloth one 
might come to increase the emission of semen. But Rava is not 
concerned that perhaps one might come to increase the emission. 


The Gemara asks: And is Rava not concerned for this possibility? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita: To what is this repeated examination 
ofa man comparable? To one who places a finger in his eye, for as 
long as the finger is in the eye, the eye will tear and continue to 
tear. Here too, the priest’s action will lead to an increased emission 
of semen. 


The Gemara answers: And Rava would claim that if the priest’s limbs 
were not quaking and the semen was coming out in drops, there is 
indeed a concern that an examination might increase the emission. 
But when he feels his limbs quaking, this concern does not apply. 
The reason is that with regard to any warming of the body that leads 
to a seminal emission and that is then followed by another warming 
at the time when the semen is being uprooted, it is uncommon for 
the latter warming to increase the emission. Consequently, in this 
case the priest may hold his penis even with a soft cloth. 


The Gemara discusses the matter itself. Rabbi Eliezer says: With 
regard to anyone who holds his penis and urinates, it is considered 
as though he is bringing a flood to the world. The Rabbis said to 
Rabbi Eliezer: But if one does not hold his penis, small drops are 
sprayed on his legs, and he appears as one whose penis has been 
severed. A man with that affliction is incapable of fathering children. 
People who see urine on his legs might suspect that he is suffering 
from that condition and as a result they will cast aspersions about 
his children and say that they are children born from a forbidden 
relationship [mamzerim]. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to them: It is preferable that people cast 
aspersions about his children that they are mamzerim, and he 
should not render himself wicked even one moment before the 
Omnipresent. 


With regard to the same issue, it is taught in another baraita that 
Rabbi Eliezer said to the other Rabbis in response: It is possible 
for one to avoid spraying urine on his legs. How so? Let a person 
stand on an elevated place and urinate downward, or urinate into 
an area where there is loose soil," which absorbs the urine, so that 
it does not ricochet upward, and he should not render himself 
wicked even one moment before the Omnipresent. 


Anyone who holds his penis - inaxa mixy bs: According to the 
conclusion of the Gemara, there are six conditions under which it 
is permitted for a man to hold his penis while urinating. The early 
commentaries state that although these cases are introduced as 
alternatives, with the phrase: And if you wish say, nevertheless 


NOTES 


they are all accepted as halakha, as they complement one 
another (Arukh; Ritva). Some maintain that these answers are in 
conflict with each other, which is why the Rambam cited only the 
leniency that a married man may hold his penis (Gra). 
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The Gemara asks: Which of these replies did Rabbi Eliezer say to 
the Rabbis first? If we say that it was the first statement, i.e., that one 
should not hold his penis even if people might cast aspersions about 
his children, that he said to the Rabbis first, and subsequently he 
told them that there was a way to avoid urine being sprayed on his 
legs, this is difficult; after saying to them that it is a prohibition, 
would he then say to them a practical remedy? By saying that one 
can avoid urine being sprayed on his legs, Rabbi Eliezer indicated 
that if one cannot do so he may hold his penis, which contradicts his 
other statement. 


Rather, clearly he said this practical solution to the Rabbis first, 
and they then said to him: If one does not have an elevated place 
or loose earth upon which he can urinate, what should he do? In 
response to this question, he said to them: It is preferable that 
people cast aspersions about his children that they are mamzerim, 
and he should not render himself wicked even one moment before 
the Omnipresent. 


The Gemara asks: And why must one refrain to that extent from 
holding his penis? Because as the result of holding his penis he might 
emit semen for naught. As Rabbi Yohanan says: Anyone who 
emits semen for naught" is liable to receive the punishment of 
death at the hand of Heaven, as it is stated with regard to Onan, son 
of Judah: “And it came to pass, when he engaged in intercourse with 
his brother’s wife, that he spilled it on the ground, lest he should give 
seed to his brother. And the thing that he did was evil in the eyes 
of the Lord, and He slew him also” (Genesis 38:9-10). 


Rabbi Yitzhak and Rabbi Ami say: One who emits semen for 
naught is considered as though he sheds blood, as it is stated: 
“But draw near here, you sons of the sorceress, the seed of the adul- 
terer and the harlot... Are you not children of transgression, a seed 
of falsehood, you that inflame yourselves among the terebinths, 
under every leafy tree, that slay [shohatei] the children in the 
valleys, under the clefts of the rocks?” (Isaiah 57:3-5). Do not read 
this word as shohatei; rather, read it as sohatei, i.e., one who squeezes 
out [sohet] semen is considered to have shed the blood of the 
children who could have been born from that seed. 


Rav Asi says: It is considered as though he worships idols, as it is 
written here: “Under every leafy tree,” and it is written there, with 
regard to the mitzva of eradicating idols from Eretz Yisrael: “You 
shall destroy all the places, where the nations that you are to dispos- 
sess worshipped their gods, upon the high mountains, and upon 
the hills, and under every leafy tree” (Deuteronomy 12:2). 


§ With regard to the issue of holding one’s penis for the purpose of 
urinating, the Gemara relates that Rav Yehuda’ and Shmuel’ were 
standing on the roof of the synagogue that was destroyed and 
rebuilt’ in Neharde’a. Rav Yehuda said to Shmuel: What can I do? 
I need to urinate. Shmuel said to him: Shinnana,' hold your penis, 
so that the water does not fall onto the synagogue roof, and urinate 
outward, away from the synagogue. 


Anyone who emits semen for naught - y% naaw extant bs 
bead: It is prohibited to emit semen for naught, and this is more 
severe than any of the transgressions of the Torah. Therefore, one 
may not perform coitus interruptus. With regard to those who 
commit adultery with their hand and waste their seed, not only is 
this a great sin, but they are ostracized by Heaven, and some say 


HALAKHA 

Some commentaries state that if one is scared that if he does 
not emit semen he might sin with a married or a menstruating 
woman, it is preferable for him to emit semen. But to atone for this 
act he should fast forty days in the summer, or sit out in the cold in 
the winter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 23:1 and Helkat Mehokek there). 


that the earthly court should ostracize them (Josafot; Ramban; 


see Beit Shmuel). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Yehuda - 117? 37: Rav Yehuda bar Yehezkel, who 
is referred to throughout the Talmud simply as Rav 
Yehuda, was a second-generation amora. He studied 
under Ray, and following Rav's death he studied under 
Shmuel in Neharde’a. Shmuel recognized his intellec- 
ual prowess as well as his extreme piety, as indicated 
here. Rav Yehuda had a tremendous memory and was 
careful to quote halakhic statements in the name of 
hose he heard them from; he is mentioned as quot- 
ing a halakha in the name of Rav or Shmuel over four 
hundred times in the Talmud. Rav Yehuda was known 
as a lover of Eretz Yisrael, but he believed it was pro- 
hibited to move there, in accordance with the verse: 
“They shall be carried to Babylon, and there shall they 
be, until the day that | remember them” (Jeremiah 
27:22). After Shmuel’s death, Rav Yehuda established 
the celebrated yeshiva in Pumbedita, which he 
headed for forty years. The yeshiva focused on the 
study of the halakhot of damages, as Rav Yehuda 
believed that the main expression of one's piety is 
demonstrated through proper conduct toward other 
people (see Bava Kamma 30a). In his later years, Rav 
Yehuda became blind. 


Shmuel - bnw: Shmuel was a first-generation 
amora who was born and ultimately died in Neharde’a. 
A child prodigy, he was famous not only for his Torah 
learning, but for his secular knowledge as well. The 
Gemara is replete with stories of his expertise in such 
areas as language, medicine, astronomy, and the 
natural sciences. 

Shmuel traveled to Eretz Yisrael to study with the 
students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi regretted that he was unable to find an oppor- 
unity to ordain him. The Gemara records that Shmue 
reated Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s eye ailment. After his 
return to Babylonia, Shmuel was appointed as one o 
he judges of the Diaspora community. 

Together with his colleague, Rav, Shmuel raised the 
standard of Torah study in Babylonia to such a leve 
hat thousands of students chose to remain there 
rather than to travel to Eretz Yisrael. Shmuel consid- 
ered Babylonia second in sanctity to Eretz Yisrael and 
ruled that it was prohibited to leave Babylonia to 
travel to other locations in the Diaspora. 

Shmuel had a close friendship with King Shapur | 
of Persia, a benevolent monarch who tolerated reli- 
gious diversity in his kingdom. 

Shmuel lived to an old age, leaving behind two 
daughters renowned for their wisdom and modesty. 


BACKGROUND 
The synagogue that was destroyed and rebuilt - 
20 JWT KAWI 2: This was an extremely ancient 
synagogue. The geonim record a tradition that this 
synagogue was called the one that was destroyed 
and rebuilt because when the Jews were exiled they 
took stones and materials from the Temple and used 
them to build the synagogue in Neharde’a (see Rashi). 
It was known as a sacred place, and it was said that 
the Divine Presence rested there. The greatest Sages 
of Babylonia used this synagogue. 


LANGUAGE 

Shinnana — 338: This moniker given by Shmuel to 
his disciple Rav Yehuda appears many times in the 
Talmud (see, e.g., 17a and 25b). According to Rashi, 
shinnana means sharp or witty, and the term reflects 
a degree of respect bestowed by Shmuel on his fore- 
most student. The geonim explain that according 
to oral tradition shinnana means big toothed, and 
that this was a nickname for Rav Yehuda based on 
his appearance. 
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HALAKHA 


A troop of marauders that entered a town, etc. — 
^D) vy DDW nyia: With regard to a troop of 
marauders that came into a town and entered 

Jewish homes, if this occurred in a time of peace, 
then open casks, even if they were corked, are 

prohibited, but casks that are sealed with a clay 
stopper are permitted. In a time of war, all the 

casks are permitted. This applies only to casks that 
had been open beforehand (Ran), but one should 

not partake of wine from casks that were sealed 

and later found opened (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 12:24; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 129112). 


Perek II 
Daf13 Amud b 


NOTES 


One who intentionally causes himself an erec- 
tion shall be ostracized - x9 nyt) inyy nw paT 
ma: The commentaries discuss the meaning 
of the clause: Shall be ostracized. Some say that 
he Sages are obligated to ostracize him for his 
behavior, but he is not automatically ostracized 
(Tosafot; Ramban; Rashba). Others claim that he is 
considered ostracized even without a formal dec- 
aration to this effect, as the Sages ostracized at 
he outset anyone who intentionally gives himself 
an erection. The Maggid Mishne maintains that 
his is the opinion of the Rambam, who writes: 
He shall sit in a state of ostracism (Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:18). 
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The Gemara asks: How could Rav Yehuda do so? But isn’t it taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to anyone who 
holds his penis and urinates, it is considered as though he is 
bringing a flood to the world? 


Abaye says: The Sages rendered the halakhic status of this situation 
like that of a troop of marauders, as we learned in a mishna (Avoda 
Zara 70b): With regard to a troop of marauders that entered a 
town," if they did so in a time of peace, open casks of wine are 
forbidden, in case the marauders used the wine for libations in idol 
worship, whereas sealed casks are permitted. In a time of war, both 
these and those are permitted, because the marauders do not 
have leisure to pour libations. Evidently, since these marauders 
are afraid, they will not come to pour libations. Here too, in this 
incident involving Rav Yehuda, since he is afraid he will not come 
to have sexual thoughts. 


The Gemara asks: And what fear is there here, in the case of Rav 
Yehuda? The Gemara explains: If you wish, say that there is the fear 
of the night and of the roof, i.e., that he might fall. And if you wish, 
say that the awe of his teacher, Shmuel, is upon him. And if you 
wish, say that the awe of the Divine Presence that dwells in the 
synagogue is upon Rav Yehuda. And if you wish, say that the awe 
of his Master, God, is upon him. Rav Yehuda was renowned for his 
fear of Heaven, as Shmuel declared about him: This one is not 
born of a woman, but is like an angel. 


And if you wish, say a different answer, that Rav Yehuda was 
allowed to hold his penis while urinating because he was married; 
as Rav Nahman said: If one is married, it is permitted for him to 
hold his penis while urinating, as his improper sexual urges are not 
as strong. 


And if you wish, say that Shmuel ruled for Rav Yehuda in accor- 
dance with this baraita, which Abba, son of Rabbi Binyamin bar 
Hiyya, teaches: One may not hold the penis itself while urinating, 
but a man who wishes to urinate may assist the process by holding 

the testicles from below. Shmuel instructed Rav Yehuda to act 

in this manner. And if you wish, say that Shmuel ruled for Rav 
Yehuda in accordance with that which Rabbi Abbahu said that 
Rabbi Yohanan says: There is a clear demarcation in the prohibi- 
tion against holding one’s penis while urinating: From the corona 

and below, toward the tip of the penis, it is permitted to hold, as 

this will not lead to arousal. 


From the corona and above, toward the body, it is prohibited. 


§ Rav says: One who intentionally causes himself an erection" 
shall be ostracized." The Gemara suggests: And let Rav say simply 
that it is prohibited. The Gemara explains that it is proper to ostra- 
cize such a man, as he arouses the evil inclination upon himself. 
And Rabbi Ami says: He is called a habitual transgressor, as this 
is the craft of the evil inclination. Today he says to a person: Do 
this sin, and when the individual obeys his inclination, on the fol- 
lowing day the evil inclination says to him: Do that sin, and on 
the following day he says to him: Go and worship idols, and he 
goes and worships idols. 


HALAKHA 


One who intentionally causes himself an erection — sayy nopan 


one should turn his attention from worthless matters to Torah 


nyt: It is prohibited to give oneself an erection on purpose or (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:19; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
to entertain lascivious thoughts. If such thoughts come to mind, HaEzer 23:3). 
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Some say that Rabbi Ami says: With regard to anyone who brings 

himself into a state of arousal, they do not bring him within the 

boundary of the Holy One, Blessed be He. The proof is that it is 

written here, with regard to Onan, son of Judah: “And the thing 

that he did was evil in the eyes of the Lord, and He slew him also” 
(Genesis 38:10), and it is written there: “For You are not a God 

who has pleasure in wickedness; evil shall not sojourn with You. 
The boasters shall not stand in Your sight... But as for me, in the 

abundance of Your kindness will I come into Your house; I will bow 
down toward Your holy Temple in fear of You” (Psalms 5:5-8). This 

demonstrates that whoever does evil, like Onan, shall not sojourn 

with God. 


And Rabbi Elazar says, with regard to the severity of this transgres- 
sion: What is the meaning of that which is written: “And when you 
spread forth your hands, I will hide My eyes from you; even when 
you make many prayers, I will not hear; your hands are full of 
blood” (Isaiah 1:15)? These are those men who commit adultery 
with the hand, by masturbating. Likewise, the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael taught: When it is stated in the Ten Commandments: 


“You shall not commit adultery” (Exodus 20:13), this means that 


there shall not be adultery among you, whether you masturbate 
by hand or whether with one’s foot. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: Converts and those who play 
with children delay the coming of the Messiah. The Gemara asks: 
Granted with regard to converts, this is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Helbo,’ as Rabbi Helbo says: Converts are as 
harmful to the Jewish people as a leprous scab" on the skin, as 
they are not proficient in the performance of the mitzvot and born 
Jews learn from them. But with regard to the category of those who 
play with children, to what is it referring? 


If we say that this is referring to homosexuality, such men are liable 
to be executed by stoning, and their behavior is criticized not sim- 
ply because they delay the Messiah. Rather, one might suggest that 
this is referring to those who emit semen by way of other limbs, i.e., 
without engaging in intercourse; if so, they are considered as though 
they are bringing a flood, and are therefore liable to be punished 
themselves with a flood. 


Rather, the baraita means that they marry minor girls" who are 
not yet capable of bearing children, consequently emitting semen 
for naught. As Rabbi Yosei said: The Messiah, son of David, will 
not come until all the souls of the body" have been finished, i.e., 
until all souls that are destined to inhabit physical bodies do so. As 
it is stated: “For the spirit that enwraps itself is from Me, and the 
souls that I have made” (Isaiah 57:16). The verse is interpreted as 
follows: The spirit, i.e., the souls about which it has been decreed 
by Me that they are to be born, if they are not born, they enwrap the 
Messiah and prevent him from coming. 


NOTES 


Converts are as harmful to the Jewish people as a leprous 


people occurs in order to provide an opportunity for converts to 


scab - nmap bywd oa pwp: Many different interpretations join them. Consequently, converts are an indirect cause of the 


of this statement have been suggested. Rashi states that as con- 
verts are not experts in the performance of mitzvot, their sins 
bring punishment upon the Jewish people. One explanation, 
suggested by the Rambam, is that it is common for converts to 
revert to their old ways and beliefs, at which point they exert a 
corrupting influence on other Jews. This is similar to the mixed 
multitude who accompanied the Jewish people in the exodus 
from Egypt and caused the sin of the Golden Calf (see Rashi on 
Kiddushin 70b). Tosafot on Kiddushin 70b cite the statement of the 
Gemara that the continuing exile and dispersion of the Jewish 


exile. Josafot also cite the opinion of Rabbi Avraham the convert. 
He claims that converts are generally punctilious and strict with 
regard to the mitzvot, and therefore their behavior discredits the 
practice of those born Jews who are not as vigilant. 


All the souls of the body [guf] - yaw ninw3t bp: Rashi explains 
that this guf means a chamber, i.e., guf is the name of a special 
place where the souls that will be born are kept. Others state 
that it is comparable to a curtain upon which these souls are 
embroidered (Arukh). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Helbo - isbn 937; Rabbi Helbo was a Babylonian 
amora of the third generation, who moved to Eretz 
Yisrael. He was a student of Rav Huna and apparently 
received most of his Torah education from him; indeed, 
he often quotes Rav Huna. It appears that he went to 
Eretz Yisrael near the time of Rav Huna's death and was 
there when his coffin was brought for burial. In Eretz 
Yisrael he was a student and colleague of the greatest 
disciples of Rabbi Yohanan. He became one of the lead- 
ers of his generation and a halakhic codifier, and in the 
field of aggada he was a student of Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Nahmani, in whose name he quotes aggadic traditions. 
Rabbi Helbo settled in Tiberias and was close to Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesia. The Talmud relates that he had no children 
and lived in extremely humble quarters. It is also related 
that when he became sick there was no one to visit him. 


HALAKHA 

Converts are as harmful to the Jewish people as a lep- 
rous scab — napa bw D4 PW: Since converts are 
often accepted without having been properly examined, 
and they do not convert for the sake of Heaven, many of 
them return to their former ways and cause Jews to err. 
It was for this reason that the Sages said that converts 
are as difficult for the Jewish people as a scab (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 13:18). 


That they marry minor girls — niayp *d°DI: It is pro- 
hibited to marry a minor girl who is too young to bear 
children. This is included in the prohibition against emit- 
ting semen for naught, as stated in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:18; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 23:1). 
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NOTES 
Below his navel - inan mond: The commentar- 
ies dispute the precise meaning of navel in this 
context. Some say it is aeuphemism for the penis, 
and that the same applies to the mention of the 
belly (Magen Avraham). Alternatively, it means the 
actual navel, i.e., one should not place his hand on 
the area of the body below the navel. 


And they may partake of teruma — mibaix m 
manna: The later commentaries infer from this 
statement concerning preparation for the pur- 
pose of partaking of teruma, that these women 
do not require an examination before and after 
intercourse. 
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§ The mishna teaches that with regard to any hand thatis diligent to 
examine bodily emissions, among men, such a hand should be 
severed. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do we learn this 
statement as a practical halakha, i.e., that the court should actually 
sever his hand, or do we learn it as a mere curse, but not as an actual 
instruction to punish him in that manner? The Gemara elaborates: 
Do we learn it as a practical halakha like that prohibition against 
striking another, in which the same expression is used: With regard 
to anyone who raises his hand upon another, his hand should be 
severed, and Rav Huna indeed acted accordingly and severed the 
hand of an offender? Or perhaps do we learn it as a mere curse? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear, as it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Tarfon says: If one’s hand goes to his penis, his hand should 
be severed upon his navel. The Rabbis said to him: If so, in a case 
where a thorn was stuck in one’s belly, should he not remove it? 
Rabbi Tarfon said to them: Indeed, he should not remove it, and if 
he does so his hand should be severed. The Rabbis replied: But if his 
hand is severed while it is upon his navel, won't his belly be split 
open? Rabbi Tarfon said to them: It is preferable that the belly of 
one who acts in this manner should be split open, and he should 
not descend into the pit of destruction. 


The Gemara analyzes this discussion: Granted, if you say that we 
learn the statement in the mishna as a practical halakha, this is the 
meaning of that which the Rabbis said: But if his hand is severed 
upon his navel, won’t his belly be split open? But if you say that 
we learn the statement in the mishna as a mere curse, what is the 
meaning of the phrase: Won't his belly be split open? The Gemara 
responds: Rather, what explanation is the alternative? That we learn 
the mishna as stating a practical halakha? That would not explain 
the exchange between the Rabbis to Rabbi Tarfon, because is it not 
sufficient that the hand be severed not upon his navel? In other 
words, even if the hand must actually be severed, it is not clear why 
it should be severed while it is upon his navel. 


Rather, this is what Rabbi Tarfon is saying: With regard to anyone 
who inserts his hand below his navel,“ his hand should be severed. 
The Rabbis said to Rabbi Tarfon: If a thorn was stuck in one’s 
belly, should he not remove it? Rabbi Tarfon said to them: He 
should not. They responded: But won't his belly be split open due 
to the thorn? Rabbi Tarfon said to them: It is preferable that his 
belly be split open, and he should not descend into the pit of 
destruction. 


MI S HN AP the case ofa woman who is deaf [hahereshet], 


or an imbecile, or blind, or who went insane, 
and is therefore unable to examine herself reliably, if such women 
have competent friends, those friends prepare them by examining 
them and immersing them in a ritual bath. And on that basis the 
incompetent women may partake" of teruma’ after the sun sets. 


The mishna states that competent women 
GEMARA F 


must assist a deaf woman. The Gemara asks: 
Let her examine herself; as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi said: There was a deaf woman in our neighbor- 
hood who was so proficient in these matters that not only did she 
examine herself, but when her friends would see stains similar 
to blood and were unsure whether or not the stains were ritually 
impure, they would show her the stains. 


Awa: It is prohibited to place one’s hand below the navel, in case 
this leads to lascivious thoughts (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 


Issurei Bia 21:23; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 23:4). 


HALAKHA 
A woman who is deaf...may partake — DDN... yn: A deaf- 
mute woman, an imbecile, and one who went insane due to illness 
may partake of teruma if their friends prepare them for purification 
from ritual impurity by examining them and immersing them in a 
ritual bath (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 
4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 196:8). 
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The Gemara answers: There, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is referring to 
a woman who can speak but cannot hear. It is possible for such a 
woman to be an expert in examining blood. But here, the mishna 
is dealing with a woman who can neither speak nor hear, and she 
is therefore considered incompetent and incapable of examining 
herself. As we learned in a mishna (Terumot 1:2): The deaf person 
of whom the Sages spoke everywhere is one who can neither 
hear nor speak," i.e., a deaf-mute. 


§ The mishna further teaches that competent women must assist 
a blind woman. The Gemara similarly asks: Let her examine 
herself and show the cloth to her friend." Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Hanina, says: The correct version of the mishna does not 
mention a blind woman. 


§ The mishna also states that competent women must assist a 
woman who went insane. The Gemara asks: With regard to her 
ability to examine herself, isn’t this the same as an imbecile, who 
is already mentioned in the mishna? The Gemara answers: Here, 
the mishna is referring to a woman who went insane due to illness, 
which is a different category than that of an imbecile. 


The Gemara further discusses halakhot pertaining to an imbecile. 
The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to an imbecile priest 
who was ritually impure, competent men deal with his purification: 
They immerse him," and then enable him to partake of teruma 
in the evening, like any other priest who was impure. And those 
taking care of him must watch over him to ensure that he does 
not sleep before he partakes of teruma, in case he experiences a 
seminal emission, which would render him impure. Ifhe slept, he 
is once again impure, and may not partake of teruma; ifhe did not 
sleep he is pure. 


Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says that there is another 
method of allowing an imbecile priest to partake of teruma: One 
prepares for him a leather pouch, which is wrapped around his 
penis, and before giving him teruma to partake of one checks this 
pouch to see ifhe has emitted semen. The other Sages said to him: 
It is improper to do this, as all the more so he will be prevented 
from partaking of teruma; this pouch warms him and increases 
the likelihood of a seminal emission. Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, said to them: According to your statement, an imbecile 
priest has no remedy that will enable him to partake of teruma. 


They said to him: According to our statement there is a way he 
can partake of teruma, as stated above: Ifhe slept, he is impure; if 
he did not sleep he is pure. But according to your statement, that 
one wraps a pouch around his penis, this is not a reliable method, 
as perhaps he will see, i.e., experience the emission of, a drop of 
semen as small as a mustard seed, and it will be absorbed in the 
pouch and will not be noticed, which would mean that he is eating 
teruma in a state of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the methods by which an imbe- 
cile priest can partake of teruma. It was taught in a baraita that the 
Sages said in the name of Rabbi Elazar: One prepares for him a 
metal pouch, which is placed on his penis and does not warm it. 


In explanation of this statement, Abaye says: And when this tanna 
speaks of metal, he means that the pouch should be made of cop- 
per, which does not absorb liquid, and therefore any drop of semen 
would be visible. This is as it is taught in a mishna (Para 12:5), with 
regard to the amount of water of purification that must be sprin- 
kled on an individual who is impure due to impurity imparted by 
a corpse, that Rabbi Yehuda says: One considers those hyssop 
stems, with which the waters of purification are sprinkled, as 
though they are made of copper, which does not absorb any of 
the water. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


The deaf person of whom the Sages spoke everywhere 
is one who can neither hear nor speak — naw wn 
aama WN wa ives Dip daa ODN: Rashi on Hagiga 2b 
explains that the Sages had a tradition that one who nei- 
ther hears nor speaks is not halakhically competent, even 
if he does not display the signs of an imbecile (Responsa 
Hatam Sofer). The Hatam Sofer adds that this is possibly a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


HALAKHA 


The deaf person [heresh] of whom the Sages spoke 
everywhere is one who can neither hear nor speak - 
aam img) yaw wx oipo dpa Daan nate wy: When- 
ever the Sages speak of a heresh they are referring to one 
who neither hears nor speaks. One who can speak but 
not hear, or hear but not speak, is considered halakhically 
competent (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:26). 


The examination of a blind woman - wiaipit npa: 
A blind woman performs an examination on herself and 
shows the examination cloth to her friends (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 196:7). 


With regard to an imbecile priest they immerse him, 
etc. = ID) Tix pravna miw ya: A ritually impure priest 
who is a deaf-mute or an imbecile is immersed and then 
fed teruma after sunset. Such individuals are watched 
so that they do not sleep after their immersion. If they 
do sleep they are impure, unless a copper pouch was 
prepared for them, which would clearly indicate whether 
they had experienced a seminal emission (Radbaz). The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, 
because Abaye analyzed and interpreted his ruling (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:5). 
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LANGUAGE 
Riding trousers [pamalanya] - rors: From the Latin 
feminalia, referring to bandages for the upper part of the 
thighs. 


Reproduction of the priests’ trousers worn during the Temple service 


Perek II 
Daf14 Amuda 


NOTES 


It is prohibited for camel riders to partake of teruma - 
manna diay pnoy mbaazi: Rashi explains that while 
the priests ride on the camels their penises might warm up 
due to friction with the body of the animal. This can lead to 
aseminal emission, which disqualifies them from partaking 
of teruma. Others explain that riding on the camel leads 
them to lascivious thoughts, which might cause a seminal 
emission (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


It is prohibited for camel riders to partake of teruma - 
anna bioxd PrN oyna 93517: Camel riders may not par- 
take of teruma until they have immersed and waited for 
sunset. The reason is that they have the presumptive status 
of ritual impurity due to the warming caused by riding on 
the camel, as stated by Abaye. If the driver sits on a saddle 
or saddlecloth placed on the camel, it is permitted for him 
to partake of teruma (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 
7:6 and Radbaz there; see Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 23:6). 
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Rav Pappa says: One can learn from the statement of the Rabbis 
that a pouch wrapped around one’s penis can warm it enough to 
cause a seminal emission, that trousers are prohibited" to be worn, 
as they too warm the penis, by being placed so they are tight against 
it. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written with regard to the priestly 
garments: “And you shall make them linen trousers to cover the 
flesh of their nakedness, from the loins even to the thighs they shall 
reach” (Exodus 28:42)? 


The Gemara explains: That garment, the trousers worn by priests, 
was different, as it is taught in a baraita: The trousers of priests, to 
what are they comparable?" They are similar to riding trousers 
[pamalanya]' of horsemen, and this is what they look like: Above, 
they reach up to the loins; below, they go down to the thighs, and 
they have straps, and they have no opening, neither at the back 
nor at the front. 


Abaye says: 


HALAKHA 


Trousers are prohibited — yox Dp: The Rema writes: The 
Gemara indicates that it is prohibited to wear trousers unless 
they have proper leggings, as wearing them can lead to a semi- 
nal emission. It can be claimed that the Gemara is referring to 
the impurity of the body only with regard to the consumption 
of teruma, but as the Rosh cites this statement in his rulings, 
wearing them is apparently prohibited even nowadays (Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 23:6, and see Pithei Teshuva there). 


The trousers of priests, to what are they comparable — »D3/ 
pit ya ay) m>: The trousers of both the High Priest and of 
ordinary priests stretch from the loins to the thighs, i.e., from 
above the navel, near the heart, until the end of the thigh, 
the knee. They have straps, and they have no openings at the 
back or at the front, but are surrounded by a kind of pouch, as 
explained in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 8:18). 
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Itis prohibited for camel riders to partake of teruma,™ due to the 
concern for a seminal emission that might result from the friction. 
The Gemara notes: This opinion of Abaye is also taught in a baraita: 
Camel riders are all wicked, as they are suspected of emitting 
semen for naught. Sailors are all righteous, because they are in a 
constant state of danger at sea, and therefore their hearts are always 
turned to God in prayer. 


The baraita continues: As for donkey drivers, some of them are 
wicked while some of them are righteous. With regard to the dif- 
ference between wicked and righteous donkey drivers, there are 
those who say that this donkey driver is righteous, as his donkey is 
saddled, and therefore his penis does not rub against it, whereas 
that donkey driver is wicked, as his donkey is not saddled, which 
can cause a seminal emission. And there are those who say: This 
donkey driver is wicked, as he spreads [demittartein]' his thighs 
on either side of the donkey, whereas that donkey driver is righteous 
as he does not spread his thighs in this manner, but rides with both 
legs on one side of the donkey, so that his penis does not rub against 
the donkey. 


LANGUAGE 


Spreads [mittartein] — pyw: From turtani, meaning scales. shape to a balance scale. Therefore, it is used as a description of 


Turtani is derived from the Greek tputavn, trutané, which also 
means scales. The word turtani came to mean any item similar in 


the manner of riding a donkey, due to the position of the rider's 
legs on either side of the animal. 
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The Gemara further discusses actions that are apt to lead to a semi- 
nal emission. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi would curse one who 
sleeps lying on his back [aparkeid]," as this might lead to a semi- 
nal emission. The Gemara asks: Is that so? But doesn’t Rav Yosef 
say: One who is lying on his back may not recite Shema?" From 
this it may be inferred that it is only Shema that one may not recite 
in this position, but to sleep lying in that position is permitted. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to the prohibition against sleep- 
ing while lying on one’s back, when one leans slightly to the side 
itis permitted. But with regard to reciting Shema while lying face 
upward, even when one leans slightly to the side it is prohibited. 
The Gemara asks: But wouldn’t Rabbi Yohanan’ lie on his back 
leaning slightly to the side and recite Shema in this manner? The 
Gemara answers: The halakha in the case of Rabbi Yohanan is 
different, as he was corpulent, and consequently he could lean 
only slightly. 


MI S H N A It is the custom of Jewish women that they 


engage in intercourse with their husbands 
while using two examination cloths,“ one for the husband, to 
see if there is any of the wife’s blood on him after intercourse, and 
one for her, to ascertain after intercourse whether her menstrual 
flow has begun. And the modest women prepare a third examina- 
tion cloth," to examine themselves and prepare the pubic area 
for intercourse. 


HALAKHA 


Would curse one who sleeps lying on his back — xax vy 
PART: It is prohibited to sleep on one's back, with his face 
upward. Instead, one should tilt his body slightly, to prevent an 
erection. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
21:19; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 23:3). 


One who is lying on his back may not recite Shema - 1179 
pnw np xp? x5: One may not recite Shema while lying facing 
the ground, or on his back with his face upward, as he appears 
like one who is accepting the yoke of Heaven in a manner of 
haughtiness. If he recited Shema in this fashion, he has fulfilled the 
mitzva after the fact (Peri Megadim). He may recite Shema if he tilts 
his body slightly to the side. The Rema writes that this leniency 
applies only if he is already lying down and it would take a great 
effort for him to stand and to dress himself once again (Magen 
Avraham). If he is fully turned to the side, he may recite Shema 
in this manner ab initio (Beit Yosef, Taz, Magen Avraham). Others 
claim that one may not recite Shema in this manner ab initio 
(Rabbeinu Yona; see Rabbi Akiva Eiger). If he is extremely fat and 
cannot turn over to the side, or if he is sick, he may tilt his body 
slightly and recite Shema (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat 
Shema 2:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 63:1). 


It is the custom of Jewish women that they engage in inter- 
course with their husbands while using two examination 
cloths - oy awa niwawn baw» nina qiy: With regard to a 
woman who does not have a fixed time for her menstrual period, 
on the first three occasions of intercourse in their marriage she 


and her husband must examine themselves before and after 
intercourse, each with their own cloth. If it is established on these 
occasions that she does not experience a flow of blood due to 
intercourse, she no longer requires these examinations. Some 
commentaries maintain that as long as she has no fixed time 
for her menstrual period she always requires these examina- 
tions before and after intercourse, and according to the Rambam 
the husband must do the same every time. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ami, citing Rabbi Yannai 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:16, 8:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 186:2, and see Shakh there). 


And the modest women prepare a third examination cloth, 
etc.-13) why nipon niyssm: A woman who has a fixed time 
or her menstrual period does not require examination either 
before or after intercourse. On the contrary, she should not exam- 
ine herself before intercourse in the presence of her husband, 
so that he will not be worried that she is impure and refrain 
rom engaging in intercourse with her. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda. The Rambam requires the 
husband and wife to examine themselves with their respective 
cloths after intercourse in case she experienced bleeding during 
intercourse. According to his opinion, the modest women men- 
ioned here examine themselves even before intercourse. The 
Rema writes, citing Rokeah, Haggahot Maimoniyyot, and most of 
his teachers, that the halakha and general custom follow the first 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 
4:7; see Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:16 and Ra’avad and Kesef 
Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 186:1). 


NOTES 


One who sleeps lying on his back [aparkeid] - wax 
PRW: The early commentaries disagree as to the 
meaning of the term aparkeid. Some say that it refers 
to one who sleeps on his back, with his face upward 
(Rashi; Tosafot). Others claim the opposite, that it means 
one who lies face downward (Arukh). There are com- 
mentaries who rule stringently in accordance with both 
interpretations (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat 
Shema 2:2). 

As for the reason for the prohibition against sleep- 
ing on one's back, the early commentaries cite various 
explanations: Some say that this might cause one 
to have an erection while sleeping, and it would be 
demeaning for him for his penis to be revealed to others 
in this fashion (Rashi, first interpretation). Furthermore, 
this manner of lying might lead him to place his hand 
on his penis while sleeping, which can warm it up and 
cause a seminal emission (Rashi, second interpretation). 


It is the custom of Jewish women that they engage 
in intercourse with their husbands while using two 
examination cloths - wa miwawna hgw” nia 17 
Dy: The reason they examine themselves after engag- 
ing in intercourse is due to the concern that the act of 
intercourse might have caused a flow of blood (Rashi on 
16b; Ramban on 11b). 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Yohanan - pyi’ +37: This is Rabbi Yohanan bar 
Nappaha, one of the greatest amora‘im, whose state- 
ments are fundamental components of both the Baby- 
lonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. He resided in 
Tiberias and lived to an advanced age. 

Rabbi Yohanan was orphaned when he was young, 
and although his family apparently owned considerable 
property, he devoted virtually all of his resources to the 
study of Torah, until he eventually became impoverished. 
n his youth, he had the privilege of studying under 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna, but 
most of his Torah study was done under Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s students: Hizkiyya ben Hiyya, Rabbi Oshaya, 
Rabbi Hanina, and Rabbi Yannai. In time, he became the 
head of the yeshiva in Tiberias, at which point his fame 
and influence increased greatly. For a long time Rabbi 
Yohanan was the leading rabbinic scholar of the entire 
Jewish world, not only in Eretz Yisrael but in Babylonia as 
well, where he was respected by the Babylonian Sages, 
many of whom immigrated to Eretz Yisrael to become 
his students. 

Rabbi Yohanan was renowned as a handsome man 
Bava Metzia 84a), and much was said in praise of his 
good looks. It is known that his life was full of suffering, 
as ten of his sons died in his lifetime. 
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HALAKHA 


If blood was found on his cloth, etc. — 13) why NYA): 
f a man engages in intercourse with his wife near the 
ime of the onset of her period, expecting that he will be 
able to complete the act of intercourse before she expe- 
riences bleeding, and blood was later found on his cloth, 
hey are both ritually impure and are each liable to bring 
a sin offering. In a case where blood was found on her 
cloth, if she wiped herself immediately after intercourse, 
hey are ritually impure and are each liable to bring a 
sin offering. If she waited enough time for her to place 
her hand under the cushion or blanket to pick up the 
cloth for the examination, they are impure as a matter 
of uncertainty and are both exempt from bringing a sin 
offering. If she waited sufficiently long for her to descend 
from the bed and rinse her pubic area, then even if blood 
was found on her cloth her husband is ritually pure. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 5:6). 


In the case of a woman who sees a blood stain, that 
she transmits seven-day impurity to the man with 
whom she engaged in intercourse - ond AXA 
abyia ny agav: Even with regard to a woman con- 
cerning whom the Sages stated that her time is sufficient 
(see 2a),a man who engages in intercourse with her after 
she finds a blood stain, before she was properly purified, 
is impure as one who engaged in intercourse with a 
menstruating woman. This ruling is unanimous, as the 
Rabbis concede to Rabbi Akiva in this case (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:8). 


LANGUAGE 


Immediately [otyom] — Dinix: From the Greek ed0éoc, 
eutheos, meaning directly or immediately. 
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If blood was found on his cloth," the woman and her husband are 
both ritually impure for seven days, in accordance with the halakha 
of a menstruating woman and of one who engages in intercourse 
with a menstruating woman, and are each liable to bring a sin 
offering for unwittingly performing an action punishable with 
excision from the World-to-Come [karet]. If blood was found on 
her cloth immediately [ otyom]! after intercourse, the woman and 
her husband are likewise ritually impure for seven days and are 
each liable to bring a sin offering. If blood was found on her cloth 
after time passed, they are both ritually impure due to uncertainty, 
as it is possible that the blood appeared only after intercourse, and 
they are exempt from bringing the sin offering. 


What is considered as being: After time passed? It is a period of 
time equivalent to the time needed for her to descend from the 
bed and rinse her face, a euphemism for her pubic area. And after- 
ward, she retroactively transmits impurity to all ritually pure items 
with which she came into contact for the preceding twenty-four- 
hour period, by rabbinic law, but she does not transmit seven-day 
impurity to the man with whom she engaged in intercourse. He 
is impure with this impurity by rabbinic law only until the evening, 
like one who came in contact with a menstruating woman. Rabbi 
Akiva says: In the case where blood was found on her cloth after 
time passed, she even transmits seven-day impurity by rabbinic 
law to the man with whom she engaged in intercourse. 


The mishna concludes: The Rabbis concede to Rabbi Akiva in the 
case of a woman who sees a blood stain and then engages in inter- 
course, that she transmits seven-day impurity to the man with 
whom she engaged in intercourse," although this impurity also 
applies by rabbinic law. 


G E M ARA The mishna states that if blood is found on 


the husband’s cloth after intercourse the 
husband and wife are both definitely impure. The Gemara asks: But 
let us be concerned that perhaps it is the blood ofa louse, as it is 
possible that there was a louse in the woman’s pubic area that was 
squashed during intercourse, and its blood was found on the hus- 
band’s penis. Accordingly, it should be uncertain if they are impure. 
Rabbi Zeira says: There is no concern for this possibility, as that 
place, a woman’s genitals, is considered examined [baduk] with 
regard to the appearance ofa louse, i.e. it is clear that no louse was 
there. And some say a different version of Rabbi Zeira’s statement: 
That place is too narrow [dahuk] for a louse to enter, and therefore 
this is not a concern. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two versions of Rabbi Zeira’s statement? The Gemara answers: 
There is a practical difference between them in a case where a 
squashed louse was found" on the husband's cloth, near the blood: 
According to this version, which states that a woman's genitals are 
considered examined with regard to a louse, this louse certainly 
came from elsewhere, as a louse is never found in her pubic area, 
so the blood on the cloth is clearly from the woman, and therefore 
the couple is ritually impure. By contrast, according to that version, 
which states that the place is too narrow for a louse to enter, one 
can say that although it is generally too narrow, in this case one did 
enter and the man’s organ squashed it during intercourse, and 
therefore their impurity is uncertain. 


Where a squashed louse was found - 75159 biaxin TANYNT: 
Ifa woman examined herself with a cloth that was examined by 
her before its use, and she found a blood stain on it, then even if 
it was as small as a mustard seed she is ritually impure, whether 


HALAKHA 


louse was found on the blood stain she is impure, as it is proper 
to be stringent in this case (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 418 and Maggid Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 190:33). 


it was round or elongated. Furthermore, even if a squashed 
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It was stated: Ifthe woman examined herself with a cloth that was 
examined by her before she used it and found free of blood, and 
after the examination she pressed it against her thigh," and did not 
look at the cloth, and on the following day she found blood on her 
thigh, Rav says: In such a case she is definitely impure as a men- 
struating woman. Since it is known that the cloth was clear of blood 
before the examination, the blood on her thigh must be from her 
examination, and it must have passed onto her thigh after the cloth 
was pressed there. Rav Shimi bar Hiyya said to Rav: But didn’t you 
say to us with regard to this case that she needs to be concerned 
for ritual impurity, which indicates that her impurity is uncertain? 


In this regard it was also stated that Shmuel says: She is definitely 
impure as a menstruating woman. And they likewise rule as a 
practical halakha in the study hall that this woman is definitely 
impure as a menstruating woman. 


With regard to a similar case, it was stated: If a woman examined 
herself with a cloth that was not examined by her before its use," 
and she then placed it in a box without looking at it, and on the 
following day she found blood on this cloth, the question is 
whether the blood was on the cloth before the examination and the 
woman is consequently not impure, or whether the blood is from 
the examination, and she is impure. Rav Yosef says: All the days of 
Rabbi Hiyya he would deem such a woman impure, but in his old 
age he would deem her pure. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to this state- 
ment of Rav Yosef: With regard to what type of impurity status is 
he speaking? Does he mean that all his days Rabbi Hiyya would 
deem the woman definitely impure as a menstruating woman, and 
therefore any teruma with which she came into contact required 
burning; and in his old age he would deem her pure from the defi- 
nite impurity status of a menstruating woman, but would deem 
her impure as a woman who discovered a stain, which is an uncer- 
tain source of impurity? If so, according to his ruling from his old 
age any teruma she touches is not burned but may not be eaten. 


Or perhaps does Rav Yosef mean that all his days Rabbi Hiyya 
would deem the woman impure as a matter of uncertainty due to 
the stain, and in his old age he would deem her pure from any 
type of impurity status? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution for this dilemma, 
as itis taught in a baraita: If a woman examined herself with a cloth 
that was not examined by her before its use, and she placed it in 
a box, and on the following day she found blood on this cloth, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: She is definitely impure as a menstru- 
ating woman, and Rabbi Hiyya says: She is impure as a matter of 
uncertainty due to the stain. 


Rabbi Hiyya said to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Do you not concede 
that for her to become ritually impure she requires that the size 
of the blood stain on the cloth be more than the size of a split 
bean? If the stain is smaller, it is assumed to have been caused by a 
squashed louse. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: Indeed [aval],' 
that is correct. Rabbi Hiyya said to him: If so, you too render this 
blood found on the cloth in the box a stain, which renders one 
impure as a matter of uncertainty. If you had considered it definitely 
impure, there would have been no distinction between a small stain 
and a large one. 


HALAKHA 


If the woman examined herself with a cloth that 
was examined by her and she pressed it against her 
thigh, etc. - 13) maya inmo ay Prat Wa mp ta: With 
regard to a woman who examined herself with a cloth that 
she knew was clean, and she pressed it against her thigh 
and on the next day found a blood stain on that thigh, if 
the stain is elongated she is impure, no matter how small 
the stain. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. If the stain is round and less than 
the size of a split bean, she is pure. The Ramban and others 
maintain that even if it is round and of minimal size she 
is impure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:19; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:35). 


If a woman examined herself with a cloth that was 
not examined by her before its use - iyxw Iya npa 
ay pita: Ifa woman examined herself with a cloth that had 
not been previously examined by her, if she found blood 
on it that was slightly larger in size than a split bean, she 
is impure. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 4:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:36). 


LANGUAGE 


Indeed [aval] - bax: This word usually means however or 
but. In addition, it was used by the tanna’‘im as a response 
to the question that begins: Do you not concede that. 
When the responder states: Aval, he means: Indeed, that 
is correct (Rashi on Eiruvin 41a). This term also appears 
in the Bible, for example: “Indeed [aval] Sarah your wife" 
(Genesis 17:19), and: “Indeed [aval], we are guilty” (Genesis 
42:21; see Rashi there). 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is preferable as he is the head of 
the yeshiva and the Sages are frequently in his pres- 
ence, etc. -^D PAP PIVI NIT MAIN WPI: The 
commentaries note that although Rabbi Hama maintains 
hat Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi had qualities that his teacher 
Rabbi Yosei did not possess, in that his status as head of 
he yeshiva enabled him to make halakhic rulings after 
extensive deliberation, nevertheless there is a principle 
hat the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei in his disputes with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
(Introduction to the Talmud of Rabbi Shimon HaNaggid; 
Seder Tanna‘im VaAmora‘im). By contrast, some commen- 
aries infer from this passage that the halakha follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi even when in dispute 
with Rabbi Yosei (New Responsa of Maharil). The particu- 
ar issue at hand is a matter of dispute among the major 
ruling authorities. Some state that the woman is impure 
as a matter of uncertainty, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei (Rosh), whereas others rule in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:19; see Likkutei Halakhot). 
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The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who deems 
the woman definitely impure in this case, maintains that although 
we require that the size of the blood stain be more than the size 
ofa split bean, this is necessary only to exclude the possibility that 
this is the blood of a louse; and since the possibility that it is the 
blood of a louse has been excluded, as its size is more than that of 
a split bean, it certainly came from her body, and therefore she is 
definitely impure. 


The Gemara analyzes this statement of Rabbi Hiyya with reference 
to the dilemma under discussion: What, is it not correct to assume 
that Rabbi Hiyya was in his old age when he disagreed with his 
teacher, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? He would not have done so when 
he was young. And if he deemed the woman impure as a matter of 
uncertainty in his old age, it can be inferred that in his youth he 
would deem her definitely impure as a menstruating woman. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from here that this is the case. 


§ The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would praise Rabbi 
Hama bar Bisa’ to Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, by saying 
that he is a great man. Rabbi Yishmael said to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi: When he comes to you, bring him to me. 


When Rabbi Hama came before him, Rabbi Yishmael said to him: 
Ask me about a halakhic matter. Rabbi Hama asked him: If a 
woman examined herself with a cloth that was not examined by 
her before its use, and she placed it in a box, and on the following 
day she found blood on this cloth, what is the halakha? 


Rabbi Yishmael said to him: Shall I say to you an answer in accor- 
dance with the statement of father, Rabbi Yosei, or shall I say to 
you an answer in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi? Which would you prefer? Rabbi Hama said to him: Say 
to me an answer in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. 


Rabbi Yishmael said: Is this the one that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says about him that he is a great man? How can he neglect the 
statement of the teacher, Rabbi Yosei, and listen to the statement 
of the student, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? 


The Gemara explains: And Rabbi Hama bar Bisa did so because he 
maintains that the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is preferable, 
as he is the head of the yeshiva, and the Sages are frequently in 
his presence," and due to the constant disputes his statements are 
sharper than those of Rabbi Yosei, despite the fact that Rabbi Yosei 
was his teacher. 


The Gemara asks: What is this statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
and what is the statement of Rabbi Yosei, referred to by Rabbi 
Yishmael? Rav Adda bar Mattana says that the reference is to that 
which was taught in a baraita with regard to this case: Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi deems the woman impure and Rabbi Yosei deems her pure. 


And Rabbi Zeira says, in explanation of this dispute: When Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi deemed the woman impure, he ruled in accordance 
with the line of reasoning of Rabbi Meir, and when Rabbi Yosei 
deemed her pure, he deemed her pure in accordance with his own 
line of reasoning. 


Rabbi Hama bar Bisa - xpa 33 xam 13: Rabbi Hama was from 
the last generation of tanna‘im, and was apparently a member 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s rabbinical court. He probably lived in 
the southern part of Judea, perhaps in Lod, and served as a city 
judge. On most occasions when his statements are quoted in the 
Babylonian Talmud or the Jerusalem Talmud, he is referred to by 


PERSONALITIES 


the name of his son: Rabbi Hama, father of Rabbi Oshaya. This is 
because Rabbi Oshaya was one of the leaders of the generation, 
who compiled a collection of important baraitot. Very little is 
known about Rabbi Bisa, and only one halakha is quoted in his 
name, in a case where he ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of his grandson Rabbi Oshaya, and against his son Rabbi Hama. 
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As it is taught in a mishna (sgb): In the case of a woman who was 
urinating and saw blood mixed in the urine, Rabbi Meir says: If she 
urinated while standing, she is impure, as the blood could have 
originated in the uterus. If she was sitting, she is pure, as the blood 
is clearly from the urethra. 


Rabbi Yosei says: Whether she urinates in this manner, standing, or 
whether she urinates in that manner, sitting, she is pure. Like Rabbi 
Meir, who disregards the possibility that the blood originated in the 
urethra in a case where the woman was standing, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi deems a woman impure in the case where blood is found on 
the cloth in the box, despite the possibility that it could have been 
on the cloth before she used it to examine herself. Rabbi Yosei, by 
contrast, maintains that wherever there is a reasonable uncertainty, 
the woman is not impure. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: But doesn’t Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Hanina, say that when Rabbi Meir deemed the 
woman impure in the case involving urination, he merely deemed 
her impure as a matter of uncertainty, due to contact with a blood 
stain, whereas Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said that in the case involving 
a stained cloth the woman is definitely impure as a menstruating 
woman? Rav Ashi said to Rav Aha, son of Rava: This is what we are 
saying: When that comment of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, 
concerning the ruling of Rabbi Meir was stated, it was stated that 
he deemed the woman impure as a menstruating woman. 


§ The mishna states: If blood was found on her cloth immediately 
after intercourse, the woman and her husband are both ritually 
impure and are each liable to bring a sin offering. The Sages taught 
in a baraita: What is the period of time needed for the onset of 
menstruation, i.e., what is considered to be immediately after inter- 
course? This is comparable to a male organ and a cloth that are 
standing alongside the doorpost, i.e., at the entrance to the vagina; 
at the exit of the organ the cloth immediately enters. 


The Gemara comments: This is the period of time concerning which 
the Sages said: During this period any blood on the cloth renders 
both the woman and the man ritually impure and liable to bring a sin 
offering. Yet this period is referring only to an external wipe of the 
pubic area with the cloth after intercourse, to see if there was a flow 
of blood during intercourse. But this time frame was not stated with 
regard to a full internal examination. If the woman conducts a full 
examination of herself, too much time would have passed since the 
intercourse for the man to be considered definitely impure. 


§ The mishna further states: If blood was found on her cloth after 
time passed, they are both ritually impure due to uncertainty, as it is 
possible that the blood appeared only after intercourse, and therefore 
they are exempt from bringing the sin offering. The Gemara notes 
that it is taught in a baraita: But they are each liable to bring a 
provisional guilt offering” brought by one who is uncertain as to 
whether he committed a sin that requires a sin offering. The Gemara 
asks: And the tanna of our mishna, what is the reason that he does 
not render each of them liable to bring a provisional guilt offering? 


The Gemara answers: The tanna of our mishna holds that one is not 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering in every case involving the 
uncertain violation of a prohibition that, were it certain, would ren- 
der one liable to bring a sin offering. Rather, we require it to be a case 
akin to that of one piece from two pieces," e.g., one had two pieces 
of meat before him, one of which was definitely forbidden while the 
other was permitted, and he does not know for certain which he ate. 
But when the uncertainty involves a single item, which may or may 
not have been forbidden, one does not bring a provisional guilt 
offering. In the case discussed in the mishna there is only one woman, 
as it is uncertain whether or not engaging in intercourse with her was 
permitted, which depends on whether menstruation began before 
or after intercourse. 


BACKGROUND 

Provisional guilt offering — nbn ows: The pro- 
visional guilt offering is mentioned in the Torah 
(see Leviticus 5:17-19), and its various halakhot are 
delineated in tractate Karetot. The standard case of a 
provisional guilt offering involves a situation where 
there is uncertainty whether or not a transgression 
warranting a sin offering has been committed. For 
example, if a piece of forbidden fat and a piece of 
permitted fat were placed alongside one another 
and one thought that they were both permitted and 
ate one of them, and he does not know which of 
them he ate, he must bring a provisional guilt offer- 
ing. This offering protects him from punishment until 
he determines whether or not he actually sinned. If 
he did, he must bring a sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


We require it to be a case of one piece from two 
pieces — ninr MwA axan Wya: One is liable to 
bring a provisional guilt offering only in a case that 
involves uncertainty concerning an established 
prohibited item. For example, in a case where there 
were two pieces of meat before a person, one of 
which is definitely forbidden fat, and the other of 
which is definitely permitted fat, and he does not 
know which of them he ate, he is liable to bring a 
provisional guilt offering. But if there was only one 
piece of meat before him, concerning which it is 
uncertain if it is forbidden or permitted fat, he is 
exempt from bringing a provisional guilt offering. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the 
tanna of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 8:2). 
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BACKGROUND 


Usha - xIx: Usha was a town in the Galilee 
and was the seat of the Sanhedrin for a genera- 
ion, around 140 CE. After the bar Kokheva revolt, 
which took place during the years 132-135 CE, the 
Jewish community in Eretz Yisrael was almost 
completely destroyed. Those scholars who sur- 
vived the upheavals assembled in Usha, where 
he Nasi of the Sanhedrin, Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel 1, lived. The surviving students of Rabbi 
Akiva accepted his spiritual leadership. Although 
hey were scattered throughout the Galilee, they 
recognized Usha as the center of Torah study and 
he seat of the Sanhedrin. In Usha, the Sages of that 
generation instituted many important ordinances, 
nown as the rabbinical ordinances instituted in 
Usha. From there the Sanhedrin moved to She- 
aram, apparently for a brief period. 

Usha is located in the western part of the Lower 
Galilee, in a place nowadays called Hurvat Usha. It 
ies east of Kiryat Ata. 


Location of Usha 
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§ The mishna states: What is considered after time passed? It is a 
period of time equivalent to the time needed for the woman to 
descend from the bed and rinse her pubic area. The Gemara raises a 
contradiction from a baraita: What is considered after time passed? 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, explained: It is a period equiv- 
alent to the time in which she may extend her hand under the 
cushion or under the blanket and take a cloth and examine herself 
with it. This is a shorter period than that required for her to get out 
of bed and rinse her pubic area. 


Rav Hisda says: What is the meaning of: After, in the mishna? After, 
after. In other words, this is referring to the period after the period 
of time mentioned by Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, who said 
it is after the amount of time it takes for the woman to extend her 
hand under the cushion and take a cloth and examine herself. The 
mishna is referring to the period of time that follows the time frame 
referred to by Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, as: After time 
passed. If blood is found after this amount of time has elapsed the 
man is not ritually impure for a seven-day period, but only until 
evening, according to the Rabbis. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t it taught in the mishna with 
regard to this time period: If blood was found on her cloth after 
time passed, they are both ritually impure due to uncertainty, and 
they are exempt from bringing the sin offering. And the mishna 
continues: What is considered after time passed? It is a period of 
time equivalent to the time needed for her to descend from the bed 
and rinse her face, i.e., her pubic area. This indicates that the period 
of time that follows the ability to perform an immediate examination 
is that which is mentioned in the mishna, and the mishna is not dis- 
cussing the third time frame concerning which the husband is impure 
only until the evening. 


The Gemara explains that this is what the mishna is saying: What is 
considered after time passed? It is a period equivalent to the time in 
which she may extend her hand under the cushion or under the 
blanket and take a cloth and examine herself with it, as stated by 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok. And with regard to the other 
time frame, i.e., equivalent to the time needed for her to descend 
from the bed and rinse her face, i.e., her pubic area, there is a dispute 
between Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis as to whether the man is 
impure for seven days or only until the evening. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But with regard to the dispute between 
Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis, doesn’t the mishna teach: Afterward, 
which indicates that they disagree concerning blood found in the 
time period that comes after the period in which she can descend 
from the bed and rinse her pubic area? The Gemara answers that this 
is what the mishna is saying: And this time frame, i.e., which is 
equivalent to the time needed for her to descend from the bed and 
rinse her pubic area, is that period of time labeled: Afterward, with 
regard to which Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis disagree. 


Rav Ashi says a different resolution of the apparent contradiction 
between the mishna and the baraita: Both this and that are one 
period, as it all depends on the situation. If the cloth is already in her 
hand, she does not need to extend her hand, and therefore the time 
frame is as stated in the mishna: Equivalent to the time needed for 
her to descend from the bed and rinse her face. If the cloth is not 
in her hand, the period is equivalent to the time in which she may 
extend her hand under the cushion or under the blanket and take 
a cloth and examine herself with it, while she is still in bed. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Ashi’s interpretation from a 
baraita: What is considered after time passed, at which point the 
blood found on the woman's cloth renders them both impure as 
a matter of uncertainty for seven days? About this matter Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, asked the Sages in Usha,’ and he said 
to them: 
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Perhaps you say in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
that the woman transmits impurity to the man with whom she 
engaged in intercourse, just as she retroactively transmits impurity 
to any pure items she touched in the preceding twenty-four-hour 
period? The Sages of Usha said to Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok: We have not heard this opinion of Rabbi Akiva, i.e., we do 
not accept it as halakha, and therefore we would like to know what 
this period of: After time passed, is. 


Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, said to them: This is how the 
Sages of Yavne® explained it: As long as the woman did not wait 
before examining herself after intercourse for a period of time 
equivalent to the time in which she may descend from the bed 
and rinse her face, this is considered within the period of time 
referred to in the mishna as: After time passed. And if blood is found 
on the cloth she used to examine herself during this period, they 
are both impure for seven days due to uncertainty, and they are 
exempt from bringing a sin offering, as this offering is brought only 
for an unwitting sin that was definitely committed. But they are each 
obligated to bring a provisional guilt offering. 


If she waited before examining herself after intercourse for a period 
of time equivalent to the time in which she may descend from the 
bed and rinse her face, this is considered: After time, i.e., after the 
time frame referred to in the mishna as: After time passed. 


In this case, and likewise in a case when she waited for a twenty- 
four-hour period or from examination to examination," i.e., she 

examined herself before intercourse and was pure, and then exam- 
ined herself within twenty-four hours after intercourse and was 

impure, the man with whom she engaged in intercourse becomes 

impure until evening due to contact with a menstruating woman, 
but he does not become impure for seven days as one who engaged 

in intercourse with a menstruating woman. Rabbi Akiva says: He 

even becomes impure for seven days as one who engaged in inter- 
course with a menstruating woman. Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabban 

Yohanan ben Zakkai, says: In such a case, not only is her husband 

not impure for seven days, but he is not even deemed impure until 

evening by rabbinic law. Therefore, ifhe is a priest he may enter the 

Sanctuary and burn incense. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty with Rav Ashi’s interpretation of 
the mishna according to this baraita: Granted, according to the 
opinion of Rav Hisda, who maintains that the period of: After time 
passed, during which if the woman found blood on her cloth the 
man with whom she engaged in intercourse is rendered impure for 
seven days, is equivalent to the time it takes for her to extend her 
hand and examine herself, this is the reason that the Rabbis deem 
him pure if she discovered blood after this period has passed. 


But according to the opinion of Rav Ashi, who holds that ifshe has 
a cloth in her hand then she renders the man with whom she engaged 
in intercourse impure if she discovers blood within the amount of 
time it takes for her to descend from the bed and rinse or clean her 
pubic area with the cloth she is holding in her hand, why do the 
Rabbis deem him pure if the amount of time that has passed is the 
time it takes for her to descend and clean her pubic area? She should 
still render him impure during that time span. 


When she waited for a twenty-four-hour period or from 
examination to examination — m»p5101 ny nya anqwws 
mpd: With regard to all women who render items impure 
retroactively when they experience bleeding, even though they 
transmit impurity to items on which they sit or ride and likewise 


HALAKHA 


they do not retroactively render impure the man with whom 
they engaged in intercourse as one who engaged in intercourse 
with a menstruating woman, but only as one who came into 
contact with a menstruating woman (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hil- 
khot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:8). 


their saliva and urine transmit impurity retroactively, nevertheless 


BACKGROUND 


Yavne — m32: An ancient city, Yavne is identified as the 
biblical city of Yavne’el in the region of the tribal lands 
of Judah. It is just over 1 km from the coast and almost 
due west of Jerusalem. After the destruction of the Sec- 
ond Temple, Yavne became an important Torah center 
and the seat of the Sanhedrin. Apparently, Yavne had 
been a center of Torah study even before the Temple 
was destroyed, but it attained prominence only after 
he destruction, when Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai rees- 
ablished the Sanhedrin there. Until the bar Kokheva 
revolt, Yavne was the spiritual center of the entire Jewish 
population in Eretz Yisrael. The Yavne yeshiva, initially 
headed by Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai and later by Rab- 
ban Gamliel ıı of Yavne, attracted many of the greatest 
Torah scholars of that era, and numerous ordinances were 
instituted there to maintain Jewish religious and spiritual 
ife after the destruction of the Temple. 


Route of the Sanhedrin in exile 
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And if you would say that the baraita is dealing with a case where 

the cloth is not in her hand, and for this reason the time period that 
it is referring to is after the amount of time it would take for the 

woman to extend her hand and examine herself, this cannot be the 

case, as if so, the tanna of the baraita should have taught two cases: 
A cloth is in her hand, and: A cloth is not in her hand, to differenti- 
ate between the situations. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, this 

baraita poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rav Ashi. 


§ The baraita teaches that Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai, says: If the examination took place following this 
period called: After time passed, her husband is not ritually impure 
at all, and therefore ifhe is a priest he may enter the Sanctuary and 
burn incense. The Gemara asks: And let him derive that the hus- 
band is impure because he is one who touched a menstruating 
woman during the twenty-four-hour period before she discovered 
blood, as the Sages decreed that pure items touched by a menstruat- 
ing woman in the twenty-four hours before she noticed the bleeding 
are impure retroactively. 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai, who said the ruling, holds like Shammai, who said in 
a mishna (2a): For all women, their time is sufficient, i.e., women 
who discern the emergence of menstrual blood do not need to be 
concerned that the flow of blood began before they noticed it, and 
they assume ritual impurity status only from that moment. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, son of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai: And let him derive 
that the husband is impure because he is one who experienced a 
seminal emission. The Gemara answers that he is referring to a case 
where the husband did not complete his act of intercourse. 


§ The mishna states: And the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Akiva in 
the case of a woman who sees a blood stain, that she transmits 
seven-day impurity to the man with whom she engaged in inter- 
course. The Gemara cites a dispute of amora’im in this regard. Rav 
says that she renders the man with whom she engaged in inter- 
course impure retroactively, and this is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, who maintains that a woman who sees a 
blood stain renders pure items impure retroactively (see sa). 


And Shmuel says that she does not render him impure retroactively, 
but only if he engages in intercourse with her from now and 
onward," i.e., after she sees the blood stain, and this is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that a woman who sees 
a blood stain renders pure items impure only from that moment 
onward. The Gemara raises a difficulty with the opinion of Shmuel: 
Why does the mishna find it necessary to state that she renders him 
impure from now and onward? Isn't it obvious? 


The Gemara explains that it was necessary for the mishna to state 
this ruling, lest you say: Since the woman's retroactive impurity for 
a twenty-four-hour period is a decree that applies by rabbinic law, 
and the impurity of blood stains also applies by rabbinic law, one 
might claim as follows: Just as her retroactive impurity of a twenty- 
four-hour period does not render impure the man with whom 
she engaged in intercourse, so too, her blood stains should not 
render impure the man with whom she engaged in intercourse. 
Therefore, the mishna teaches us that she does render him impure 
from that point onward. 


HALAKHA 


From now and onward — xam 1x21: If she saw a blood intercourse with a menstruating woman (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
stain then a man who engages in intercourse with her from Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:8, and see Kesef Mishne 
that moment forward is impure as one who engaged in there). 
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The Gemara asks: But perhaps one can say that indeed, she does 
not transmit impurity to him? The Gemara explains that there is a 
difference between the two types of rabbinic impurity: There, with 
regard to retroactive impurity, it is not a case of: The slaughtered 
ox is before you," i.e., the evidence of impurity did not exist at the 
time, as she had yet to experience menstruation. Therefore, the 
Sages did not apply the stringency of retroactive impurity to the 
husband. By contrast, here, with regard to the impurity of blood 
stains, it is a case of: The slaughtered oxis before you, as blood has 
appeared on the cloth. 


The Gemara notes: And Reish Lakish similarly says, like Rav, that 
the woman transmits impurity to the man with whom she engaged 
in intercourse retroactively, and this is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir. But Rabbi Yohanan says, like Shmuel: 
She renders him impure from now and onward, i.e., after she 
sees the blood stain, and this is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis. 


MI S H N A All women have the presumptive status of 


purity for their husbands," and therefore 
one is not required to ascertain whether his wife is ritually pure 
before engaging in intercourse with her. Even with regard to hus- 
bands returning from a journey, if their wives were ritually pure 
when they left, their wives have the presumptive status of purity 
for them. 


GEMARA Why does the tanna of the mishna need to 


teach the halakha of husbands returning 
from a journey? In what manner are they different from other 
husbands? The Gemara explains that it might enter your mind to 
say: This statement, that women have the presumptive status of 
purity, applies only in a case where the husband is in the city ofhis 
residence, as the woman takes upon herself the responsibility of 
being ready for her husband at all times, and therefore she examines 
herself. But in a case where the husband is not in the city, since she 
does not take upon herself the responsibility of being constantly 
ready for him, perhaps she should not have the presumptive status 
of purity. Therefore, the tanna of the mishna teaches us that even 
in this case she has a presumptive status of purity. 


The Gemara notes that in this regard, Reish Lakish says in the name 

of Rabbi Yehuda Nesia: And this halakha that the wife of a husband 

returning from a journey has a presumptive status of purity is appli- 
cable only in a case where the husband came and found that his 

wife was within the days of her projected period," i.e., within thirty 
days of her previous menstruation. In this case he may assume that 

she has not yet experienced a new period, and therefore he may rely 
on her presumptive status of purity. But if he arrived after thirty days 

had elapsed from her previous menstruation, it is assumed that she 

experienced menstruation at the usual time and therefore it is not 

permitted for him to engage in intercourse with her unless she 

examined herself and found herself pure. 


§ With regard to the presumptive status of purity of wives, Rav 
Huna says: The Sages taught this halakha only in the case of a 
woman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle. But with regard 
to a woman who does have a fixed menstrual cycle, it is prohibited 
for her husband to engage in intercourse with her. 


HALAKHA 


All women have the presumptive status of purity for their 
husbands, etc. - 151 mwa MAb npn owt bp: Every woman 
who has a fixed period has a presumptive status of purity for her 
husband unless she tells him that she is impure, or until she has 
the presumptive status of a menstruating woman among her 
neighbors. If her husband left for a different country when she 
was pure, when he returns he does not have to ask her if she 
is pure. Therefore, even if she is asleep when he arrives he may 
engage in intercourse with her. Some say that this lenient ruling 


applies only if he arrived when she was within thirty days of her 
previous sighting of blood, which is the average cycle for most 
women (Haggahot Maimoniyyot and Kesef Mishne, citing Ramban 
and Rashi). If she was menstruating when he left, she remains 
prohibited until she informs him that she is pure. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish, citing Rabbi Yehuda 
Nesia (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 
4:7 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:9). 


NOTES 


There with regard to retroactive impurity it is not a 
case of the slaughtered ox is before you, etc. - on% 
^51 n vnw qiw px: Some commentaries say that 
the case of a blood stain is called: The slaughtered ox is 
before you, because there is no other source to attribute 
the blood on the garment to, as she had not touched 
the blood of a bird nor passed by a slaughterhouse. By 
contrast, retroactive impurity is not like: The slaughtered 
ox is before you, as she did not experience bleeding 
the day before, and the impurity is merely a preventive 
measure (Rashi; Tosefot Rid; Arukh). 


And this is applicable only in a case where the hus- 
band came and found that his wife was within the 
days of her projected period - Jina ANYI XIW KIT) 
Amy "D: Reish Lakish does not specify what kind of 
woman he is referring to. Some explain that it is refer- 
ring either to a woman who does not have a fixed time 
in which she expects her period to begin, or that she 
does have a fixed time, but that fixed time is less than 
hirty days from the onset of her previous period. In 
hese two cases, if more than thirty days have passed 
since the onset of her previous period, there is cause 
o suspect that she might have experienced bleeding 
see Ramban and Rashba). Others explain that this is 
referring to a woman who has a fixed time in which she 
expects her period to begin, and the husband arrives 
home at that time (see Rif and Rambam). 
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BACKGROUND 

Isn't it the opposite [kelapei layya] - xm 393: This 
phrase expresses a sense of astonishment: Your state- 
ment is puzzling, as the opposite makes sense. Some 
commentaries explain that this expression should be 
read as: Toward the tail [kelapei alya], i.e., the statement 
is focusing on the tail instead of the head (Rabbeinu 
Hananel; Arukh). 


NOTES 


The concern for impurity of women at the projected 
time of their periods applies by Torah law - nino) 
OTK: The early commentaries explain that it is a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that a woman 
who does not examine herself at the projected time of 
her period has a status of uncertain impurity (Rashi; see 
Rashi on ga and Rosh at the beginning of the tractate). 
Consequently, if she wants to be presumed pure she 
must examine herself at that time. Others state that 
according to the opinion that the concern for impurity 
of women at the projected time of their periods applies 
by Torah law, if she does not examine herself it is con- 
sidered as though she definitely experienced bleeding 
(Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


The concern for impurity of women at the projected 
time of their periods applies by rabbinic law — nino} 
8277: The impurity of a woman at the projected time 
of her period applies by rabbinic law, and it is due to 
uncertainty. Therefore, one does not burn teruma or 
sacred food with which this woman came into contact, 
although one may not eat them either (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:9 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


Perek II 
Daf15 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


The Sages taught this only where she does not have 
a menstrual cycle of days - np) ab pxo KYN no x 
om: With regard to a woman who has a period. that 
comes by days alone, and the date of her period arrived, 
her husband may not engage in intercourse with her 
unless he first asks her whether she is pure. Some say 
that even if she is awake and lying beside him, this is 
not enough, as he must ask her and she must explicitly 
state that she is pure (Havvat Da‘at). If she does not have 
a fixed period, the thirtieth day after her previous sight- 
ing is considered the projected time of her period. If the 
husband waited after her period enough time for her to 
have counted her days of purity and immerse herself, 
he may engage in intercourse with her without asking 
her if she is pure (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 184:11-12). 
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The Gemara asks: Isn’t it the opposite?® On the contrary; the 
reverse claim stands to reason: If the wife does not have a fixed 
cycle, one can say that perhaps she saw blood, and therefore she 
should be forbidden to him; whereas if she has a fixed cycle, since 
her cycle is fixed for her she knows when she will become impure 
and is presumed to be pure beforehand. 


Rather, if Rav Huna’s differentiation was stated, it was stated like 
this: Rav Huna says: The Sages taught this halakha only in a case 
when the projected time of the woman's period had not arrived 
before her husband returned from his journey. But if the projected 
time of her period had arrived, she is forbidden to him. Rav Huna 
maintains that the concern for impurity of women at the projected 
time of their periods applies by Torah law," as this is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Ifa woman did not examine herself 
at this time she is presumed to have experienced bleeding, even if 
she did not sense the emission of blood, though there is no formal 
obligation to examine herself at this time. Accordingly, a husband 
returning home from a journey cannot rely on the assumption that 
his wife has examined herself at the projected time of her period, 
unless he positively establishes that she has done so. 


By contrast, Rabba bar bar Hana says: Even if the projected time 
of her period had arrived, she is permitted to her husband. Rabba 
bar bar Hana maintains that the concern for impurity of women 
at the projected time of their periods applies by rabbinic law," 
and therefore she is not considered to have experienced bleeding, 
though by rabbinic law she must still examine herself to ascertain 
that she is pure. 


Rav Ashi teaches the opinions of Rav Huna and Rabba bar bar 
Hana like this: Rav Huna says: 


The Sages taught this halakha, that a woman has a presumptive 
status of purity to her husband, only in a case where she does not 
have a menstrual cycle of days" alone, but has a menstrual cycle 
that is determined both by fixed days and by physical actions she 
might perform, such as jumps. The reason is that since the matter 
is also dependent on a particular action, one can say that she did 
not jump and therefore she did not see blood, and consequently 
she is presumed to be pure. But with regard to a woman who has a 
menstrual cycle of days alone, and the projected day of her period 
arrived, it is prohibited for her to engage in intercourse with 
her husband. 


The Gemara explains that Rav Huna maintains that the concern for 
impurity of women at the projected time of their periods applies 
by Torah law. Since she has an uncertain status of impurity by Torah 
law when the projected day of her period arrives, it is permitted 
for her to engage in intercourse with her husband only after an 
examination. 


Rabba bar bar Hana says: Even if she has a menstrual cycle of days 

alone, she is permitted to her husband. Rabba bar bar Hana main- 
tains that the concern for impurity of women at the projected time 

of their periods applies by rabbinic law. Consequently, she is not 

considered to have experienced bleeding, though by rabbinic law 

she should have examined herself to ascertain if she was pure. 
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Rav Shmuel says in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: With regard to 
a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle, and her husband was 
away for seven days after the expected onset of her period, at which 
point he returned home, her husband calculates the days of her 
cycle; and if in the elapsed time it was possible for her to immerse 
and purify herself, he can presume that she did so, and he may 
engage in intercourse with her even without asking her whether 
she is pure. 


Rav Shmuel bar Yeiva said to Rabbi Abba: Did Rabbi Yohanan 
state this ruling even with regard to a young girl, who is embar- 
rassed to go and immerse herself," in which case one can claim that 
if her husband was away she would not have gone to the ritual bath? 


Rabbi Abba said to Rav Shmuel bar Yeiva: Is that to say that Rabbi 
Yohanan applied this halakha to all cases? Did Rabbi Yohanan say 
that a woman who definitely saw blood is also permitted to her 
husband? You can say that Rabbi Yohanan said his ruling with 
regard to a case where it is uncertain whether the woman saw 
blood and it is uncertain whether she did not see blood, and 
therefore her husband may engage in intercourse with her, as one 
can reason as follows: If you say that she saw blood, one can still 
say that perhaps she immersed." 


But if she definitely saw blood, it is not permitted for the husband 
to engage in intercourse with her. The reason is: Who is to say 
that she immersed? It is a conflict between an uncertainty as to 
whether or not she immersed, and a certainty that she saw blood, 
and there is a principle that an uncertainty does not override a 
certainty. In the case of a young girl, since it is uncertain whether 
she saw blood, and it is uncertain whether she immersed, she is 
permitted to her husband. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with this principle: And does an 
uncertainty not override a certainty? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
In the case of a haver® who died and left a storehouse filled with 
produce," even if the produce was there only that day, it has the 
presumptive status of produce that was ritually prepared, i.e., 
properly tithed. This is due to the presumption that the haver tithed 
the produce himself or instructed others to do so. The Gemara 
infers: And here, the produce was definitely untithed at the outset, 
and there is uncertainty whether the haver tithed it, and there is 
uncertainty whether he did not tithe it. And despite this conflict, 
the uncertainty whether it was tithed comes and overrides the 
certainty that it was untithed produce. 


NOTES 


A young girl [yalda], who is embarrassed [beziza] to go and 
immerse herself -bavn NmIT maby: The early commentaries 
dispute the meaning of this statement. Some say that yalda 
is used as a noun, meaning young girl, while beziza refers to 
embarrassment. In other words, a minor requires persuasion 
from her husband before she will agree to immerse herself. 
Consequently, it is questionable whether Rabbi Yohanan's leni- 
ency applies in a case when the husband is not in town. Others 
claim that yalda is used as a verb, meaning: Gave birth, and 
Rav Shmuel bar Yeiva is referring to a woman who has given 
birth. According to this interpretation, beziza means fear, as this 
woman who has recently given birth is worried that in her weak 
state she will become ill when she goes to immerse herself. 


A haver who died and left a storehouse filled with produce - 
niva media maa mam maw van: If a haver who is known to 
have been scrupulous about separating terumot and tithes died 
and left a storehouse full of produce, it has the presumptive 
status of having been tithed, even if it came into his possession 


HALAKHA 


If you say that she saw blood one can still say that perhaps 
she immersed - may wa ans Tah yA OY: Rabbi Abba 
does not specify whether Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling applies by 
Torah law or by rabbinic law. The early commentaries disagree 
concerning this point. Some say that according to Rabbi 
Yohanan the concern that women are impure at the projected 
time of their periods applies by Torah law, and yet he maintains 
that as seven days have passed since this woman's period she 
has the presumptive status of purity (Rashi). Others contend 
that in Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion the concern that the woman 
had an emission at the projected time of her period applies by 
rabbinic law (Tosafot). 


on the day he died. The reason is that a haver would not allow 
produce that had not been properly tithed to become available 
to others. The halakha is in accordance with the baraita and 
the explanation of Rav Hanina Hoza’a (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aser 10:2, 10). 


BACKGROUND 


Haver - an: The term haver refers to one who belonged to 
the group or movement of haverim in the mishnaic period 
and later. Haverim accepted upon themselves, through a 
special ritual, to keep the matter of haverim, i.e., the meticu- 
lous observance of mitzvot, especially the halakhot of ritual 
purity, teruma, and tithes. In practice, every Torah scholar 
would certainly become a haver, but there were also many 
haverim who were not Torah scholars. 
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LANGUAGE 
Olive gatherer [massik] - pr: A massik is one who 
harvests olives. In parallel discussions the word is matzik 
(see Avoda Zara 42a), which means a violent man or one 
who would collaborate with the Roman authorities after 
the subjugation of the Jewish revolt. 


98 


NIDDA: PEREK IT: 15B: 1077’ 75 


XPM ATID NIT NTN NT ONT 
API TINT MPI 1 WNT ANTM 
337 i nna wri texw san by 

Jan irge 


ATS! San PADI pape YDK) 
DPI OVW D7 WONT .NIYWIK 
mow ying mba inyian by DTN 
PA TPU ND ATA KIDY "19 

awya 


PRT YD NYIN PID PIS DN) 
peg by INDIVI NYYD NAN 
xa nia ba yong pana IMs 

Map ox wet osy thia psm 


The Gemara rejects this claim: There, the conflict that leads to the 
question with regard to the produce’s status is between certainty 
and certainty, as the haver certainly tithed the produce. This pre- 
sumption is in accordance with the statement of Rav Hanina 
Hoza’a; as Rav Hanina Hoza’a said: There is a presumption with 
regard to a haver that he does not release an item from his 
possession that is not ritually prepared. 


And if you wish, say instead that in that case the conflict is between 
uncertainty and uncertainty, as it is possible that there was never 
an obligation to tithe this produce, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Oshaya. As Rabbi Oshaya said: A person can employ 
artifice to circumvent obligations incumbent upon him in dealing 
with his grain, and bring it into his courtyard in its chaff," so that 
his animal may eat from it, and this grain is exempt from tithe. 
Although the obligation to tithe produce applies even to animal 
fodder, it is permitted to feed one’s animal untithed produce that 
was brought into one’s home before being fully processed. Conse- 
quently, the case involving produce is a conflict between two uncer- 
tain factors, as it is uncertain whether or not the owner was obli- 
gated to tithe the produce in the first place, and even if he was 
required to do so, it is uncertain whether or not he tithed it. 


The Gemara challenges: And still, is it correct that an uncertainty 
does not override a certainty? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
There was an incident involving the maidservant of a certain 
olive gatherer [massik]' in the city of Rimon, who cast a non- 
viable newborn into a pit,’ and a priest came and looked into 
the pit to ascertain whether the baby was male" or whether it was 
female, as the length of time of a woman's ritual impurity after 
childbirth, even if she gave birth to a non-viable newborn, depends 
on whether the child was male or female (see Leviticus, chapter 12). 


HALAKHA 


A person can employ artifice with his grain, and bring it into 
his courtyard in its chaff - yiaa 7PM inyian by ons DWA 
mW: It is permitted to employ artifice by bringing grain into 
one’s courtyard while it is still mixed with chaff, and to feed it to 
his animals. He is exempt from tithing it, even if he winnows it 
a little bit at a time after bringing it into his house, as stated by 
Rabbi Oshaya (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 3:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 331:84). 


A person can employ artifice with his grain and bring it into his 
courtyard in its chaff - abw yina Apo inn by DTK DWA: 
Halakha dictates that one is obligated to tithe grain that has been 
threshed and piled, regardless of the ultimate purpose for which 
the grain was intended. This is because this is classified as grain, 
and the verse states: “The first fruits of your grain, of your wine, 
and of your oil, and the first of the fleece of your sheep, you shall 
give him” (Deuteronomy 18:4). Nevertheless, any produce that is 
used only as animal feed and is never eaten by people is exempt 
from tithes. By Torah law, one is exempt from tithing grain that 
was not threshed and is still in its chaff. Furthermore, even after 
it has been threshed, the produce is not included in the mitzva 
of tithing until it enters through the front of the house, through 
which people enter and exit, in accordance with the verse: “I have 
removed the consecrated from the house” (Deuteronomy 26:13). 
By rabbinic law, it is prohibited to eat grain that has not entered 
the house in the framework of a meal, although feeding it to 
animals is permitted without first tithing it. 

The early commentaries on Pesahim 9a ask why the Gemara 


NOTES 


Who cast a non-viable newborn into a pit — sist bay abn: If 
one leans over a pit in which there might be a non-viable new- 
born or there might be a mass that is not considered a non-viable 
newborn, and there are martens or similar animals in the area, 
the assumption is that an animal took the non-viable newborn 
and ate it, and the person leaning over the pit is ritually pure. If 
a non-viable newborn was definitely thrown there, one who 
leans over it is ritually impure by Torah law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:11). 


suggests that a haver, who is scrupulous in the performance of 
mitzvot, might employ artifice to exempt his produce from tithes. 
Some explain that the haver does so only as a temporary measure 
until he finishes processing the grain, as he plans to tithe all the 
produce afterward (Maharam Halawa). Others maintain that he 
intends to tithe the produce himself, but he employs this artifice 
to prevent a situation where members of his household forget 
to tithe the produce and unwittingly eat it untithed (Tosefot Rid). 


Who cast a non-viable newborn into a pit - REY bp mpun: 
Some learn from here that there is no obligation to bury non- 
viable newborns (Havvot Yaʻir). Others dispute this proof, as this 
act can be seen as a form of burial. Alternatively, this case involves 
an entity whose status as a non-viable newborn is uncertain 
(Magen Avraham). 


To ascertain whether the baby was male - 33t ON yp: The 
early commentaries learn from here that the halakhot of the 
impurity of birth apply equally to a Canaanite maidservant as to 
a Jewish woman (Josafot on Avoda Zara 42a). 
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And the incident came before the Sages to rule whether or not the 
priest contracted ritual impurity while standing over the corpse, and 
they deemed him ritually pure. The basis for this ruling was: Due 
to the fact that martens’ and hyenas’ are common there, it is likely 
that the body was dragged away before the priest arrived at the pit. 


The Gemara explains the challenge from this baraita: And here, 
where it is certain that the maidservant cast the non-viable new- 
born into the pit, and it is uncertain whether an animal dragged it 
away and it is uncertain whether no animal dragged it away, the 
Sages nevertheless ruled that an uncertainty comes and overrides 
a certainty. 


The Gemara rejects this challenge: Do not say in the baraita 


xox that the woman certainly cast a non-viable newborn into a pit; 


rather, say 


Marten [hulda] - aban: The hulda of the Talmud, which is 
probably the same as the holed of Leviticus 11:29, is described 
here as a predator; in tractate Ta‘anit 8a it is also referenced as 
killing a human baby. Yisrael Aharoni, an influential early twen- 
tieth-century Israeli zoologist, proposed that it is the brown rat, 
which is indeed predatory. As a result, hulda became the name 
for the rat in modern Hebrew. It is now known that brown rats 
reached the Middle East from Norway only very recently; in 
the talmudic era, the only rat in the region was the black rat, 
a much smaller rodent, which is not predatory. A more likely 
explanation is that of the medieval European rabbinic tradition 
which identifies the hulda as a member of the weasel family. 
The weasel itself does not live in the Middle East, although it did 
live there in the early biblical era and possibly survived through 
to talmudic times. Yet, it is exclusively carnivorous, and would 
not drag leavened bread, a case mentioned in the first chapter 
of tractate Pesahim. The marten, which belongs to the same 
family, is found in Israel and it may be the hulda. 


Black rat 


Perek II 
Daf16 Amuda 


Marten 


Hyena [bardelas] - oyma: The bardelas is also mentioned in 
the mishna in Bava Kamma 15b. The mishna there is using a 
variation of the Greek term TApSaAtc, pardalis, which denotes 
spots and refers to the leopard. While it seems that this was 
the Hebrew name given to the cheetah during the mishnaic 
era, the Gemara on that mishna posits that it is referring to the 
striped hyena. The bardelas described here, listed alongside the 
hulda, is clearly not referring to the cheetah, which does not 
feed on carrion and avoids humans. It therefore seems most 
likely that it refers to the hyena here as well. 


bay pap that she cast an item similar to a non-viable newborn into a pit. 


Perhaps it was not a non-viable newborn; it might simply have 
been congealed blood, which does not transmit impurity. Therefore, 
this is a conflict between uncertainty and uncertainty. It is unclear 
whether there was anything in the pit that could have rendered the 
priest ritually impure, and even if there was, it might already have 
been dragged away. 
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NOTES 


Glanced at the baby to ascertain whether the 
woman discharged a non-viable newborn or...an 
amorphous mass - nv ox myer baa ox ppd xn 
aon: The commentaries disagree as to why the priest 
ooked in the pit, exposing himself to the possibility that 
he would be rendered ritually impure in the process. 
Some commentaries have counted eleven different 
explanations of this matter (Yosef Da‘at). Many suggest 
hat this priest was an am ha‘aretz, who was unaware 
hat it is prohibited for a priest to become ritually 
impure, or that he was a child sent by the woman to 
examine the pit (Josafot). Others claim that he sought 
o provide a halakhic answer to a question he was asked 
with regard to the days of her ritual purity and impurity. 
t is also possible that the woman lived in his house, 
and he sought to ascertain whether she was ritually 
pure or impure so as to keep the food of the house 
in a state of ritual purity. Alternatively, he sought to 
ascertain whether the time of her obligation to bring 
an offering would coincide with his priestly watch in 
he Temple (Rashi). 


From that which Huna our colleague said, etc. — 
PAN xan Wasa: The early commentaries are puzzled 

by this claim, as it was stated previously that Rav Huna 

himself maintains that this obligation applies by Torah 

aw. They explain that the earlier statement represents 

he opinion of Rav Huna himself, whereas this halakha 

hat Rav Nahman learned from him reflects the opin- 
ion of Rav, which Rav Huna cited but does not accept 
(Tosafot). 


There are those who say. ..evidently the concern for 
impurity of women at the projected time of their 
periods applies by rabbinic law - xoy.. VINTON 
pay ninpi: The commentaries explain that the two 
versions of the discussion differ with regard to the 
significance of the clause: Ultimately she saw. Accord- 
ing to the first version, this phrase is merely serving to 
emphasize that she should be concerned that she will 
see blood, but it makes no practical difference whether 
she saw blood at this stage or not, as either way she is 
impure. This indicates that her examination is a require- 
ment by Torah law. According to the second version, the 
phrase: Ultimately she saw, indicates that if she did not 
see blood at that stage then she is pure, which proves 
that her examination is a rabbinic requirement (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


She examined herself and found that she was ritually 
impure — X12 Nx% AP ta: Every woman who has a 
fixed period must examine herself at the projected time 
of her period. If the expected time for her period passed 
and she did not examine herself and did not sense the 
emission of blood, she is pure. Some say that if she has 
a fixed period, or if she does not have a fixed period 
but thirty days have passed from her previous sighting 
of blood, she is pure only if she examined herself and 
found that she was pure. The Rema notes that this is 
the accepted custom (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:5 and Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Issurei Bia 8:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 184:9). 


If she found that she was pure she is pure - nyny 
MMB: With regard to a woman who has a fixed period 
and who did not examine herself at the projected time 
of her period, but a few days later she examined her- 
self and found blood, she is retroactively impure. She 
has the presumptive status of a menstruating woman 
from the projected time of her period. If this later 
examination indicated that she was pure, she is pure 
retroactively, as stated by Rav (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:5 and Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:13). 
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The Gemara challenges: But isn’t it taught in the baraita: And a 
priest came and looked into the pit to ascertain whether it was male 
or whether it was female? This indicates that the only uncertainty 
was with regard to its sex; it was certainly a non-viable newborn. 


The Gemara answers that this is what the baraita is saying: And 

a priest came and glanced at the baby to ascertain whether the 

woman discharged a non-viable newborn, or whether she dis- 
charged an amorphous mass." And if you say that she discharged 

anon-viable newborn, he sought to ascertain whether it was male 

or whether it was female. 


And if you wish, say instead that this was not a conflict between 
certainty and uncertainty; rather, it was between two certainties. 
Since martens and hyenas are common there, they certainly 
dragged it away immediately. Consequently, the ruling in this case 
does not contradict the principle that an uncertainty does not 
override a certainty. 


§ The Gemara returns to the issue of a woman’s examination at the 
projected time of her period. The Sages asked Rav Nahman: Does 
the concern for impurity of women at the projected time of their 
periods, and in turn the obligation for her to perform an examina- 
tion at that time, apply by Torah law? If so, if a woman did not 
examine herself she is ritually impure, even if she later examined 
herself and did not find any blood, as it is assumed that she emitted 
blood without her seeing it. Or perhaps the concern for impurity of 
women at the projected time of their periods, and in turn the obliga- 
tion for her to perform an examination at that time, applies by rab- 
binic law? If so, a woman who did not examine herself at the time 
and did not sense the emission of blood can still examine herself 
after that time and would be ritually pure. 


Rav Nahman said to them: A resolution can be found for your 
dilemma from that which Huna our colleague said" in the name 
of Rav: With regard to a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle, 
and the projected time of her period arrived and she did not exam- 
ine herself, and ultimately, when she did examine herself, she saw 
blood, the halakha is that she must be concerned for ritual impurity 
from the projected time of her period and that therefore any pure 
items she touched since then are impure. And additionally, she must 
be concerned for ritual impurity with regard to the twenty-four 
hours prior to her seeing the blood, and any items she touched 
during those twenty-four hours are impure, even if she saw the blood 
a short while after the projected time of her period. Evidently, the 
concern for impurity of women at the projected time of their peri- 
ods applies by Torah law, which is why the halakha is stringent. 


There are those who say that this is what Rav Nahman said to the 
other Sages: The reason for Rav’s ruling that pure items she touched 
are retroactively considered impure is that she ultimately saw blood, 
from which it may be inferred that if she did not see blood, one 
is not concerned about the status of pure items that she touched 
from the projected time of her period, despite the fact that she 
neglected to examine herself at the time. Evidently, the concern for 
impurity of women at the projected time of their periods applies by 
rabbinic law." 


§ Since the Gemara mentioned Rav’s ruling it cites the dispute 
between Rav and Shmuel with regard to this halakha. It was stated 
that these amora’im disagree about a woman who has a fixed men- 
strual cycle, and the projected time of her period arrived and she 
did not examine herself, and ultimately she examined herself. Rav 
says: If she examined herself at this later time and found that she 
was ritually impure," she is impure; and if she found that she was 
pure, she is pure." And Shmuel says: Even if she later examined 
herself and found that she was pure, she is impure. This is because 
the manner of women, i.e., a women’s menstrual period, comes at 
its usual time. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


- 330 WT emp Ninoy KDY 
MITY - 12D WL REPT 


DiN) - Nyy ADT - KPLI VAY 
TUI TAYY MP TRY - IND PITT 
TINDI MDEY MTA NOW - N3 D) 

Dp) 


APD MANDI VIN POY? 2 a 31 
SME IND] - TD WWTP 
paT Nin- 73D M 


sats WIE ILNI NDP IWY 
my Msp 


D RID YM PIAA VAIN IWIT IN 
TRAV DIN VND DTN, NAN I 
PIAN DIN OSM TT 


ILANI KI 9192 PY AN AN VIX 
DUNIA TT DX IIN VRA 
ANY TAIT — APTA NO anp nyy 
MDCT - NOVY DATI My NION 
-KAS SAV- ATID NEITI 

SOIT NIND) 


NANT VD maa KII NAA IT K'Y 
Jina yore - an nana oT ANI 
a yaw ar aT Ayia Any a 

yon 


The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that Rav and Shmuel disagree 
with regard to the concern for impurity of women at the pro- 
jected time of their periods? As one Sage, Shmuel, who rules that 
the woman is impure in both cases, holds that this concern for 
impurity applies by Torah law, and one Sage, Rav, who says 
that if her subsequent examination came out clean then she 
remains pure, holds that this concern for impurity applies by 
rabbinic law. 


Rabbi Zeira says: It is possible that everyone, even Rav, agrees 
that the concern for impurity of women at the projected time of 
their periods applies by Torah law, and the reason Rav deems 
the woman pure in this case is that here it is a situation where 
she examined herself within the period of time needed for the 
onset of menstruation, i.e., very close to the projected time of her 
period, and therefore it is assumed that if there was blood at the 
projected time of her period she would have seen it upon this 
examination. By contrast, there, in other cases of subsequent 
examinations, she did not examine herself within the period of 
time needed for the onset of menstruation. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: Actually, Rav and Shmuel dis- 
agree with regard to the matter of the projected time of their 
periods itself, as one Sage, Shmuel, holds that the concern for 
impurity of women at the projected time of their periods applies 
by Torah law, and one Sage, Rav, holds that the concern for impu- 
rity of women at the projected time of their periods applies by 
rabbinic law. 


The Gemara continues to discuss this dispute between Rav and 
Shmuel. Rav Sheshet says: This disagreement between Rav and 
Shmuel is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im: Rabbi Eliezer 
says that a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle but who did 
not examine herself at the projected time of her period is ritually 
impure as a menstruating woman, which indicates that in his 
opinion the examination at the projected time of a woman's period 
applies by Torah law. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua says that she should be examined now, 
despite the elapsed time, and if the examination came out clean 
she is pure retroactively as well. Apparently, Rabbi Yehoshua main- 
tains that this examination applies by rabbinic law. The Gemara 
adds: And the dispute of these tanna’im is parallel to the dispute 
of those tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir says: 
She is ritually impure as a menstruating woman, and the Rabbis 
say: She should be examined now. 


Abaye said: We, too, learn likewise in a mishna, as we learned in 
a mishna (39a): Rabbi Meir says: If a woman was in hiding"® from 
danger, and the projected time ofher period arrived and she did 
not examine herself, nevertheless she is ritually pure, as it may 
be assumed that she did not experience bleeding because fear 
dispels the flow of menstrual blood, and therefore there is no 
concern that she might have emitted blood without sensing it. By 
inference, the reason she is pure is that there is fear of danger; 
but if there is no fear upon this woman, she is impure. Evidently, 
Rabbi Meir maintains that the concern for impurity of women at 
the projected time of their periods applies by Torah law. 


The Gemara further suggests: Shall we say that these following 
tanna’im also disagree with regard to this matter of whether the 
examination at the projected time of a woman’s period is required 
by Torah law? As it is taught in a baraita: With regard to awoman 
who sees blood due to a wound" in her pubic area, even if she 
saw the blood during the days of her menstruation, including 
the projected time of her period, she is pure, as it is assumed that 
the blood came from the wound; this is the statement of Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel. 


HALAKHA 
If a woman was in hiding — Kana amy OM: If the 
expected time for a woman's period arrived when she 
was hiding out of fear, she does not need to be con- 
cerned with regard to impurity. Some commentaries 
say that this halakha applies only if the expected time for 
her period had passed and she did not examine herself 
or sense the emission of blood. But she is obligated to 
examine herself at the projected time of her period ab ini- 
tio (see Beit Yosef). This halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 184:8). 


A woman who sees blood due to a wound - DT AKI 
Taa Nana: If a woman has a wound in her pubic area 
and she sees blood, it is presumed to come from the 
wound, and she and the blood are pure. If the blood 
from the wound is different from the blood she sees, 
she is impure. The Rema writes that this applies only to a 
woman who has a fixed period, and who sees this blood 
when it was not the projected time of her period. In such 
a case it is assumed that the blood was from the wound, 
despite the uncertainty. Similarly, if she does not have a 
fixed period and it is uncertain whether the blood came 
from her uterus or from the inner walls of the vagina, she 
is pure because this is a compound uncertainty, as even 
if the blood came from her uterus it might be the blood 
of the wound. But if she does not have a fixed period 
and the blood certainly came from the uterus, it is not 
assumed that it is from the wound unless she knows for 
certain that her wound is bleeding. In any case, at the 
projected time of her period, or, in the case of a woman 
who does not have a fixed period, thirty days after her 
previous sighting, the blood cannot be assumed to 
come from the wound, as otherwise she would never be 
impure as a menstruating woman. With regard to blood 
stains, she can assume that they are from the wound in 
all cases (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 187:5, and see 187:6). 


BACKGROUND 
If a woman was in hiding - xama mm OK: Archaeo- 
logical evidence suggests that this is not merely theo- 
retical; in the Judean Desert, caves have been found that 
were clearly used as dwelling places at the time of the 
bar Kokheva rebellion. Under stressful conditions like this, 
regular ovulation could be affected. 


Bell caves in Beit Guvrin, one area of bar Kokheva’s activity 
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NOTES 

Beit Shammai...Beit Hillel - ba Ma.vNaw ma: 
Some commentaries explain that according to the 
opinion of Beit Shammai she requires two fresh cloths 
for an examination, once before and once after each 
act of intercourse. On the following day she must check 
each of these cloths for blood. Alternatively, she can 
engage in intercourse by the light of a lamp and inspect 
the cloths before and after each act of intercourse. Beit 
Hillel maintain that it is enough for her to use two cloths 
for the entire night (Rashi). 
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that if the woman does not have a fixed 
menstrual cycle then the blood can be attributed to the wound. But 
if she has a fixed menstrual cycle, and she saw blood on the projected 
day of her period, even if the blood was from the wound she must be 
concerned that blood from her period might be mixed with this 
blood from the wound, and must therefore observe impurity status. 


The Gemara clarifies its suggestion: What, is it not the case that these 
Sages disagree with regard to this matter, i.e., that one Sage, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, holds that the concern for impurity of women at the 
projected time of their periods applies by Torah law, and though 
she can examine herself and ascertain that she is pure, if she did not 
she is presumed impure, and therefore he is stringent in the case of 
a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle; and one Sage, Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel, holds that the concern for impurity of women 
at the projected time of their periods applies by rabbinic law, and 
consequently he rules leniently even with regard to a woman who has 
a fixed cycle? 


Ravina says:" No; they do not necessarily disagree with regard to this 
point, as it is possible that everyone, even Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
agrees that the concern for impurity of women at the projected time 
of their periods applies by rabbinic law, and here they disagree 
as to whether the location of a woman’s source, i.e., her uterus, is 
impure, and therefore any blood that passes through there is impure, 
even if it is blood from a wound. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel holds that the woman herself is pure 
from the seven-day impurity status of a menstruating woman, as the 
requirement of an examination upon the projected time of her period 
applies by rabbinic law, but the blood is impure, even if it is from a 
wound, as it came through her source, and was thereby rendered 
impure. Consequently, the blood renders the woman impure until 
the evening. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel: 
If you are concerned due to the possibility that this is blood of 
her menstrual period, then the woman should also be impure as a 
menstruating woman. And if you are not concerned due to the 
possibility that this is blood of her menstrual period, then her source 
does not transmit impurity to the blood that passes through its 
location, as that blood is pure. 


MI S HN A Beit Shammai say: A woman is required to 


examine herself with two cloths, once before 
and once after each and every act of intercourse in which she 
engages throughout the night, and she must inspect them for blood 
the following morning, or she must engage in intercourse by the 
light of a lamp and inspect the cloths before and after each act of 
intercourse. Beit Hillel" say: She is not required to examine herself 
between each act of intercourse. Rather, it is sufficient for her to 
examine herself with two cloths throughout the night," once before 
the first act of intercourse and once after the final act of intercourse. 


HALAKHA 
It is sufficient for her to examine herself with two cloths 


Ravina says, etc. — ^3) 8237 VAX: In a case where a woman 
experienced bleeding due to a wound in her pubic area, even 
if she saw the blood at the projected time of her period she and 
the blood are pure. Therefore, she may partake of teruma and 
consecrated foods. The halakha is in accordance with Ravina’s 
explanation of the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 8:14; see Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 
3:9 and Kesef Mishne there). 


throughout the night — aba bs DW awa mv: Ifa husband 
engages in intercourse with his wife many times over the course 
of a single night, the pair do not have to examine their cloths after 
each and every act of intercourse. Rather, they wipe themselves 
with their respective cloths after each act of intercourse, and on 
the following day they look at the cloths. If they find blood on 
his cloth or on her cloth, she is impure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 186:2 in the com- 
ment of Rema). 
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G E M ARA The mishna teaches that according to Beit 


Shammai it is permitted to engage in 
intercourse by the light of a lamp. In this regard, the Sages taught 
in a baraita: Even though the Sages said with regard to one 
who engages in intercourse by the light of a lamp," that this is 
disgraceful," Beit Shammai say: A woman is required to exam- 
ine herself with two cloths, once before and once after each act 
ofintercourse, or she must engage in intercourse by the light of 
a lamp. And Beit Hillel say: It is sufficient for her to examine 
herself with two cloths throughout the night, once before the 
first act of intercourse and once after the final act of intercourse. 


It is taught in a baraita that Beit Shammai said to Beit Hillel: 
According to your statement that a woman may engage in inter- 
course several times in one night without an examination between 
each act of intercourse, let us be concerned lest she will see, i.e., 
emit, a drop of blood the size of a mustard seed during the first 
act of intercourse, and will thereby become impure, and semen 
from the second act of intercourse will cover it. Since the exami- 
nation after the last act of intercourse will not reveal the drop of 
blood, the woman will erroneously think she is pure. 


Beit Hillel said to them in response: Even according to your 
statement, let us be concerned that while the saliva was still in 
the mouth, i.e., while the blood was in her vagina, perhaps it was 
squashed and disappeared. Even if she examines herself after 
each act of intercourse, as mandated by Beit Shammai, it is pos- 
sible that the semen of that act covered the blood, and it will not 
be revealed by the examination. 


Beit Shammai said to Beit Hillel: One cannot compare the two 
situations, as a squashed drop of blood after the woman has 
engaged in intercourse once is not similar to a squashed drop of 
blood after the woman has engaged in intercourse twice, and 
therefore our concern is more reasonable. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehoshua said: I see as correct 
the statement of Beit Shammai in this case. His students said to 
him: Our teacher, how you have weighed [he’erakhta] us down" 
with this stringent ruling. Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: It is 
preferable that I weigh you down in this world, so that you do 
not sin by engaging in prohibited intercourse, i.e., so that your 
days in the World-to-Come will be lengthened [sheya‘arikhu]. 


§ Rabbi Zeira says: From the statements of all of them, i.e., both 
Beit Shammai, who permit engaging in intercourse a second time 
only after an examination, and Beit Hillel, who rule that the sec- 
ond examination must be performed only after the final act of 
intercourse of the night, we can learn that their dispute relates 
only to that which is permitted after the fact. But a pious person 
[ba'al nefesh]: should not engage in intercourse and repeat his 
act without an examination between each act. 


Rava says: Even a pious person may engage in intercourse and 
repeat the act without an examination in between, as when that 
baraita is taught, it is referring to a woman who handles pure 
items. But with regard to intercourse with her husband, there is 
no cause for concern. 


LANGUAGE 


Pious person [ba'al nefesh] - w33 bya: This expression, which 
comes from Proverbs 23:2, means someone who is careful 
about his behavior and acts in a pious manner. The Ra’avad 


called his book on the halakhot of menstruating women 
Ba‘alei HaNefesh. 


NOTES 


One who engages in intercourse by the light of a 
lamp - 7377 rind inen wawan: The early commentaries dis- 
cuss whether or not this is a ruling of halakha, similar to Rabbi 
Yohanan's statement that one may not engage in intercourse 
by day. Some claim that this is in fact a prohibition, but just 
as there are ways, explained later, in which it is permitted 
to engage in intercourse by day, with regard to intercourse 
by the light of a lamp the same exceptions apply (Rabbeinu 
Efrayim on the Torah). 


This is disgraceful — A332 m 97: The commentaries state 
that there is room for leniency i in the case of the first act of 
intercourse after marriage, as the bridegroom might otherwise 
be concerned that he will be unable to tell if she is in fact a 
virgin (Orhot Hayyim; Torah Leshma). Some reject this leniency 
with regard to the first act of intercourse of a virgin (/zitz Eliezer; 
Yosef Da'at). 


You have weighed [heerakhta] us down - why ADINT: 
Rashi explains that this heerakhta is an expression of sever- 
ity: The acceptance of the opinion of Beit Shammai would 
entail an examination between each act of intercourse. The 
later commentaries note that according to this interpretation, 
the same phrase is used by Rabbi Yehoshua in his response 
with an entirely different meaning. They therefore explain that 
heerakhta also refers to length of time, as the examinations 
required by Beit Shammai would increase the time needed 
to engage in intercourse, and Rabbi Yehoshua’s students did 
not wish to be overly burdened in that way (see Nedarim 20b). 
According to this interpretation, Rabbi Yehoshua’s response 
with regard to the length of days in the World-to-Come is 
commensurate with the students’ comment to him: Better 
that you lengthen the time needed to engage in intercourse 
in this world so that your days in the World-to-Come will 
be increased (Amtahat Binyamin). In addition, the students 
wanted to engage in intercourse more than once in one night 
so that they would have male children, in accordance with 
the statement of Rava: One who wants all his children to be 
males should engage in intercourse with his wife and repeat 
the act (Eiruvin 100b). 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Yohanan says it is prohibited for a person to 
engage in intercourse by day - 10% ppi +21 Wax 
ova inva waww ors): The later commentaries discuss 
whether Rava's statement later in the discussion, i.e., that 
there are ways in which it is permitted to engage in inter- 
course during the day, contradicts this ruling of Rabbi 
Yohanan. Some claim that Rava basically agrees with 
Rabbi Yohanan, but he maintains that if it is absolutely 
necessary it is possible to engage in intercourse by day 
in a permitted manner. 
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This opinion is also taught in a baraita: In what case is this state- 
ment said, i.e., that a woman must examine herself before and after 
every act of intercourse according to Beit Shammai, or before the 
first act and after the last act, according to Beit Hillel? It was said 
with regard to a woman who handles pure items; but a woman is 
permitted to her husband even without any examination, and he 
is not required to ask her if she is pure. But in what case is this 
lenient statement said? When her husband traveled and left her 
with the presumptive status of ritual purity. But ifhe left her with 
the presumptive status of ritual impurity, she remains forever 
in her presumptive status of impurity until she says to him: I 
am pure. 


§ Rabbi Abba says that Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi says that Rav says: 
If a woman examined herself at night with a cloth, and the cloth 
was then immediately lost," it is prohibited for her to engage in 
intercourse again until she examines herself with another cloth, 
as perhaps there was blood on the cloth that was lost. Rabbi Ila 
objects to this: If this cloth were intact, i.e., if it were not lost, 
couldn’t this woman engage in intercourse with her husband that 
night, on the basis that she will examine the cloth only the following 
day, and isn’t this the halakha even though she does not know at 
the time of intercourse whether there is blood on the cloth? Now 
too, although the cloth is lost, let her engage in intercourse with 
her husband. 


Rava said to him: There is a difference between the two cases, as 
when the cloth is intact, this woman’s proof exists, and if she dis- 
covers on the following day that she was impure they will be obli- 
gated to bring sin offerings for engaging in intercourse in a state of 
ritual impurity. But with regard to that woman who lost her cloth, 
her proof does not exist, and therefore they will never know if they 
require atonement. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan says: It is prohibited for a person to engage 
in intercourse by day." Rav Hamnuna says: What is the verse 
from which this is derived? As it is stated: “Let the day perish on 
which I was born, and the night on which it was said: Conceived 
is a man-child” (Job 3:3). It is derived from here that nighttime 
is meant for conception, but daytime is not meant for concep- 
tion. Reish Lakish says that the proof is from here: “But he who 
despises his ways shall die” (Proverbs 19:16). One might see some- 
thing unpleasing in his wife in the daylight and come to despise her. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Reish Lakish interpret this verse 
cited by Rabbi Yohanan? The Gemara answers that he requires 
that verse for that which Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa taught. As 
Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa interpreted that verse in the following 
manner: That angel that is appointed over conception is called: 
Night. And that angel takes the drop of semen from which a person 
will be formed and presents it before the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, and says before Him: Master of the Universe, what will be of 
this drop? Will the person fashioned from it be mighty or weak? 
Will he be clever or stupid? Will he be wealthy or poor? 


HALAKHA 


If a woman examined herself at night with a cloth and the 
cloth was lost - 12%) 392 7772: With regard to a woman who 
engaged in intercourse and then wiped herself with a cloth, if 
the cloth was subsequently lost, she must examine herself with 
another cloth before she engages in intercourse again, in case 
there was blood on the lost cloth. The halakha is in accordance 


with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 


khot Issurei Bia 4:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 186:2). 


It is prohibited for a person to engage in intercourse by day — 
Da inon waww ois) DX: One may not engage in intercourse 
by day, ‘but itis permitted to do so in a dark house. According to 
some commentaries a Torah scholar may cause darkness with 
his garment and engage in intercourse even during the day. 
The reason is that a Torah scholar is modest (Tur) and will not 
look (Rashi). The Tur and the Bah write that this is permitted only 
in a case of great need, e.g., when he is overcome by his desire 
(Magen Avraham). The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
2110; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 240:11 and Even HaEzer 25:5). 
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The Gemara notes: But this angel does not say: Will he be wicked 
or righteous? This is in accordance with a statement of Rabbi 
Hanina, as Rabbi Hanina said: Everything is in the hand of 
Heaven, except for fear of Heaven." People have free will to serve 
God or not, as it is stated: “And now, Israel, what does the Lord 
your God ask of you other than to fear the Lord your God” (Deu- 
teronomy 10:12). The fact that God asks of the Jewish people to fear 
Him indicates that it is a person’s choice to do so. 


The Gemara explains: And Rabbi Yohanan derives two halakhot 
from the verse “and the night on which it was said: Conceived is a 
man-child,” as he holds as follows: If so, i.e., ifit is referring only to 
the statement of the angel, let the verse write: And the night that 
said: A man-child is conceived. What is the meaning of: “Con- 
ceived is a man-child”? It is derived from the juxtaposition of the 
word “night” and the word “conceived” that nighttime is meant for 
conception but daytime is not meant for conception. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yohanan, how does he interpret 
that verse cited by Reish Lakish? The Gemara answers that Rabbi 
Yohanan requires that verse: “But he who despises his ways shall 
die,” to teach that which is written in the book of ben Sira: Three 
people I have hated, and a fourth I have not loved: A minister who 
frequents [hanirgal] drinking houses, as he disgraces himself and 
leads himself to ruin and death; and some say a different version 
of the text: A minister who chats [hanirgan] in drinking houses; 
and some say a third version: A minister who is short-tempered 
[hanirgaz] when in drinking houses. 


‘That is the first that he hated. And the others are one who dwells at 

the highest point of the city, where everyone sees him; and one 

who holds his penis and urinates. And the fourth, whom he has 

not loved, is one who enters the house of another suddenly, with- 
out warning. Rabbi Yohanan says: And this includes even one who 

comes into his own house without prior warning, as the members 

of his household might be engaged in private activities. 


The Gemara cites a similar saying. Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: 
Four matters the Holy One, Blessed be He, hates, and I do not 
love them," and they are: One who enters his house suddenly, and 
needless to say one who suddenly enters the house of another; 
and one who holds his penis and urinates; 


BACKGROUND 


Book of ben Sira — xY ja 399: The book of ben Sira was widely 
accepted by the Jews in the time of the Second 
possibly written by Yehoshua ben Sira, a contemporary of the High 
Priest Shimon Halzaddik. The Sages did not canonize it among the 
books of the Bible, in contrast to some translators of the Bible, such 
as those in Egypt, who included the book of ben Sira among the 


including superstitions and fantastical stories. It is possible that 
external material was incorporated into early Aramaic folk editions 
of the work, and for this reason the book was not respected by the 
Sages. This could be a central reason that it was not included in the 
books of the Bible. 

It is noteworthy that the Talmud quotes passages from the 


Temple. It was 


books of the Bible. It can still be found nowadays in 
language editions of the Bible based on this transla 


many foreign 
ion. 


The book was originally composed in Hebrew, bu 


only excerpts 


of the original Hebrew text have survived, including some exca- 
vated at Masada and in the Judean Desert, as well as in the Cairo 


Geniza. Expanded versions of the wisdom of ben 


Sira have sur- 


vived in other languages. These versions contain various matters, 


book o 
phrase 


ben Sira just as it quotes the 


Bible, introduced by the 


hat appears here: Which is writ 


There are even places where it treats these passages as if they are 


a part o 


f the Bible. It may be deduced from this that the Sages had 


no basic objection to the original book of ben Sira, but did not 
wish to ascribe sanctity to the later admixture of superstition and 
nonsense. 


en in the book of ben Sira. 


NOTES 


Everything is in the hand of Heaven except for fear 
of Heaven - Daw nx yA YIN Dw pa 4pm: Tosafot 
ask: This statement indicates that all other matters, 
apart from fear of Heaven, are in the hand of Heaven, 
whereas elsewhere the Gemara states that every- 
thing is in the hand of Heaven apart from cold and 
hot (Ketubot 30a). They explain that the Gemara here 
is referring to one's inherited qualities and the natural 
course of his life, whereas there the Gemara is speak- 
ing of incidents and occurrences that might befall 
a person, such as illnesses and other misfortunes. 


Four matters the Holy One Blessed be He hates 
and | do not love them - J73 witpa OST TYIN 
jax YK IN) miw xit: There are many interpreta- 
tions of this statement; see Yosef Da‘at for a summary. 
Some explain that God hates those who act in such 
a fashion on a regular basis, and Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai added that he does not love those who perform 
these acts even irregularly (Ya'avetz). Others note 
that it is stated about the righteous that the Divine 
Presence speaks through their mouths, and therefore 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai’s comment: And | do not 
love them, can be attributed to God, i.e., God hates 
these people and does not love them (Marit HaAyin). 
Alternatively, the phrase: And | do not love them, 
means that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai does not like to 
pray on their behalf that they be spared punishment 
(Marit HaAyin). Others explain that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai is saying that by nature he merely does not love 
the wicked, but since God hates them, he too hates 
them (Ben Yehoyada). 
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HALAKHA 

Where they engage in intercourse in the presence of 
their Canaanite slaves and maidservants - pwawaw 
DPn ogay 393 Mw: It is prohibited to engage 
in intercourse in the presence of any person who is awake, 
even when separated by a screen that is ten handbreadths 
tall, unless those on the other side of the screen are unable 
to discern what is going on (Mishna Berura). It is permitted 
to engaging in intercourse in the presence of a child who 
is unable to talk (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 240:6). 


And one who lets blood - 51 Ppa: One should not 
engage in intercourse on the day he lets blood, as stated 
by Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Deot 4:19). 


BACKGROUND 


Canopy [kilta] - xoa: Like kila, kilta refers to a canopy 
spread above a bed, either for protection from flies and 
mosquitoes, or for reasons of modesty. By extension, the 
bed over which such a canopy is spread is also called 
a kilta. 


Bed with mosquito netting 


Bloodletting — 0% mp: Bloodletting involves spilling 
small quantities of blood. It was used both as a cure and 
as a general preventive therapy that was believed to keep 
a person healthy. Bloodletting was based on an ancien 
system of medicine in which blood and other bodily fluids 
were considered to be humors, the proper balance of 
which was believed to maintain health. It was the mos 
common medical practice performed by doctors on 
both humans and animals from antiquity through the 
late nineteenth century. Today it is well established tha 
bloodletting is not effective for the treatment of mos 
diseases. The only remaining condition for which it is 
used is polycythemia vera, a disease in which the body 
produces too many red blood cells. Among the symptoms 
of this illness are bleeding gums, excessive bleeding from 
ordinary cuts and bruises, and a reddish color of the skin. 
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and a man who urinates naked next to his bed;" and one who 
engages in intercourse in the presence of any living being." 
Rav Yehuda said to Shmuel: Does the phrase: In the presence of 
any living being, mean even in the presence of mice? Shmuel said 
to him: Shinnana, that is not the case. Rather, it is referring to 
a situation such as in so-and-so’s house, where they engage 
in intercourse in the presence of their Canaanite slaves and 
maidservants." 


The Gemara asks: And those members of that household, who act 
in that manner, what verse do they interpret in a manner that 
allows them to do so? The Gemara answers: They reference the 
verse in which Abraham said to his two servants: “Remain here 
with [im] the donkey” (Genesis 22:5). This verse is interpreted as 
meaning that they are a nation [am] comparable to a donkey. The 
members of the aforementioned household thought that it is per- 
mitted to engage in intercourse in the presence of animals, and 
therefore one can do so in the presence of his Canaanite slaves and 
maidservants. 


The Gemara cites practices of modesty observed by the Sages. 
Rabba bar Rav Huna would sound the bells [zagei]' of the cano- 
py” above his bed when engaging in intercourse, so that people 
would know to keep away. Abaye would even drive away flies 
[didevei]' from around his bed, so that he would not engage in 
intercourse in their presence, and Rava would drive away gnats 


[peruhei].' 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai further says: There are five actions 
with regard to which one who performs them is held liable for 
his own life, and his blood is upon his own head, i.e., he bears 
responsibility for his own demise. They are as follows: One who 
eats peeled garlic or a peeled onion or a peeled egg, and one 
who drinks diluted drinks; all these are referring to items only 
when they were left overnight. And one who sleeps at night in 
a cemetery, and one who removes his nails and throws them 
into a public area, and one who lets blood" and immediately 
afterward engages in intercourse. 


NOTES 


And a man who urinates naked next to his bed - ova pray 
inva nab Dny: The commentaries explain that although Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai specified that one may not urinate next to 
his bed when he is naked, he means that one may not do so 
even when dressed. He mentioned nakedness merely because 
this is the usual case, as one who is naked does not want to go 
to the trouble of dressing in order to go out to urinate (Rashi on 
Shabbat 62b; Magen Avraham on Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
241:1). The reason for this prohibition is that God wants people 
to act in a clean and holy manner, and this is a repulsive, dirty 
practice (Levush; Mishna Berura). 


In the presence of any living being - »n bs 393: Despite the 
mention of any living being, the Gemara concludes that this pro- 
hibition applies only to engaging in intercourse in the presence 
of people, and those amora’im who would chase away all living 
creatures when engaging in intercourse did so as a stringency. 


Bells [zagei] — 31: The Aramaic word zagei, like its Hebrew coun- 
terpart zog, refers to the outer part of the bell, upon which the 
tongue or clapper of the bell strikes to produce the noise. Like 
zag, the term zagei also refers to the outer peel of a grape. 


Flies [didevei] — 27°": Didevei, or dudvei, refers to flies. These are 
corruptions of the original word, divava. See the Targum on the 
verse: “Dead flies [zevuvei] make the ointment of the perfumer 
fetid and putrid” (Ecclesiastes 10:1), as well as: “For the bee [zevuv] 


LANGUAGE 


With regard to engaging in intercourse in the presence of people, 
he commentaries state that one may do so in the case of a 
child who is not yet able to talk. Furthermore, the prohibition 
applies only if the other people are awake, but one may engage 
in intercourse in the presence of sleeping individuals. Neverthe- 
ess, the prohibition includes people behind a screen, as they 
can sense that the couple is engaging in intercourse (Tur, Orah 
Hayyim 240; Ba‘alei HaNefesh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 240:6). 
f the people behind the screen are paying no attention to them 
whatsoever, it is permitted (Hokhmat Adam; Kaf HaHayyim). The 
authorities further add that although it is permitted to engage 
in intercourse if the other people are asleep, it is appropriate to 
block them with a screen ab initio (Beur Halakha). Some com- 
ment that the most proper course of action is to follow the 
example of those amora’im who would not engage in inter- 
course in the presence of any living creature (Olat Tamid; Eliya 
Rabba; Kaf HaHayyim). 


that is in the land of Assyria” (Isaiah 7:18), which is translated by 
Targum Yonatan as devuvya. 


Gnats [peruhei] - na: The name of these insects is derived 
from periha, meaning blossoming or flowering. It is possible that 
the reason for this name is that they hover and surround one’s 
bed like a small hat or ribbon used to gather hairs that protrude 
[peruhei] from a headdress (see Shabbat 57b). 
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The Gemara analyzes this statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, 
beginning with the case of one who eats peeled garlic, a peeled 
onion, or a peeled egg, when they were left overnight. The Gemara 
notes: And these peeled foods are dangerous even if they are placed 
in a basket’ and they are tied and sealed in that basket throughout 
the night, as an evil spirit rests upon them. And we said that eating 
them is dangerous only if one did not leave on them their roots or 
their shells. But if one left on them their roots or their shells, we 
have no problem with it. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai further mentions one who drinks diluted 
drinks that were left overnight. Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel 
says: And that is dangerous only when they were left overnight in 
metal vessels. Rav Pappa says: And natron vessels’ are considered 
like metal vessels in this regard. And Rabbi Yohanan likewise says: 
And that is dangerous only when they were left overnight in metal 
vessels, and natron vessels are considered like metal vessels in 


this regard. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai also says: And one who sleeps in a cem- 
etery places himself in danger. The Gemara notes that this is the case 
if he does so in order that a spirit of impurity will rest upon him, 
as sometimes the evil spirits in the cemetery endanger the one who 
sleeps there. 


The next case is one who removes his nails and throws them into 
a public area. The Gemara explains that this is dangerous because a 
pregnant woman might pass over them, and this can cause her to 
miscarry. And we said this halakha only when one removes his nails 
with scissors [bigenosteri].' And furthermore, we said this halakha 
only when one removes the nails of his hand and his foot together. 
And we said this halakha only when he did not cut anything else 
after his nails, but if he cut something else after them, we have no 
problem with it. The Gemara comments: And that is not so; rather, 
we are concerned with regard to the entire matter, i.e., in all cases. 


With regard to removing one’s nails, the Sages taught: Three matters 
were stated with regard to removing nails: One who burns them is 
pious, as he eradicates them entirely; one who buries them is on the 
slightly lower level of a righteous individual, as they might be dug 
up; and one who simply throws them where a person might step 
upon them is wicked. 


The Gemara discusses the final clause of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai’s 
statement: And one who lets blood and immediately afterward 
engages in intercourse. This is as the Master said: With regard to 
one who lets blood and afterward engages in intercourse, he will 
have weak [ vittakin]' children conceived from this act of intercourse. 
If both of them, husband and wife, let blood and engaged in inter- 
course, he will have children afflicted with a disease known as 
raatan.° Rav says: And we said this only in a case when he did not 
taste anything after letting blood, but if he tasted something then 
we have no problem with it. 


§ Rav Hisda says: It is prohibited for a person to engage in inter- 
course by day, as it is stated: “And you shall love your fellow as 
yourself” (Leviticus 19:18). The Gemara asks: From where is this 
inferred? Abaye says: If one engages in intercourse by day, perhaps 
the husband will see some repulsive matter in his wife and she will 
become repugnant to him, which will cause him to hate her, and he 
will thereby violate this mitzva. Rav Huna says: Jews are holy, and 
they do not engage in intercourse by day. 


Scissors [genosteri] — "Wi: The origin of this word is Greek. Some 
say it is from Kvnotip, knéstér, meaning scraping knife, slayer, or 
destroyer. Others suggest that it is from Svv§, onux, meaning nail, 


and pivn, rhiné, a file or rasp. 


LANGUAGE 


Weak [vittakin] - pp: The source of this word and its meaning 
remain unclear. According to Rabbi Binyamin Musafya it is derived 
from the Greek @®touKdg, fthisikos, meaning consumptive. Some 
assert that it is from the Greek éxtuxdc, ektikos, meaning hectic or 
consumptive. 


BACKGROUND 


Basket [silta] - soyo: A silta is a woven basket, 


typically made from soft palm or willow branches. 
It was used mainly for transporting food, but also 
served to store it. It was most commonly used for 
bread, although people would also place other 
edibles, such as fruit, in a silta. 


Mosaic from late antiquity depicting a basket used in the grape 
harvest 


Natron vessels - 39) ba: Natron is a type of 
sodium carbonate, NaC203. It occurs naturally in 
colorless deposits in desert plains, and in ancient 
times it was often produced from seaweed as well. 
The Gemara elsewhere (Avoda Zara 33b) indicates 
that people would craft vessels from excavated 
mixtures of earth and natron. These vessels could 
not normally be used to hold liquids, but in a dry 
climate, it is conceivable that they could have 
done so for a limited time. 


Ra‘atan — jns7: This disease, mentioned in the Tal- 
mud and various midrashim, has not been defini- 
ively identified, and there are several theories as 
o its nature. The most likely explanation is that it 
refers to Hansen's disease, colloquially known as 
eprosy, which is distinct from tzaraat, the biblical 
disease discussed at length in the Talmud, which 
as commonly been translated as leprosy. 

Hansen's disease appears in different forms, 
one of which is in line with the descriptions of 
he disease in the Talmud. In addition to a severe 
oughening of the skin that causes a loss of feeling 
in that area or to the entire limb, the ailment also 
causes a great deal of mucus to flow from the 
nose. For various reasons, in later stages this illness 
causes serious wounds and gangrene, which rots 
away the external limbs. The disease is infectious 
but it requires close, prolonged contact for con- 
tagion to occur. Nevertheless, due to the severity 
of this illness and the inability of those in talmudic 
times to treat it, they were extremely careful about 
any kind of contact, which included not only direct 
contact with the infected patient but even with 
flies that touched their secretions, or anything the 
patient may have touched. 
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BACKGROUND 


King Munbaz-— ban t333: Munbaz was the king of 
Adiabene at the end of the Second Temple period. 
This tiny principality, located in northern Aram 
aharaim, in the area of modern-day Kirkuk and 
osul, was a functionally independent vassal of 
he Parthian empire. Members of the royal family of 
Adiabene, and some of the military, joined the reb- 
els against Rome during the Great Rebellion before 
he destruction of the Temple. Queen Helene and 
her two sons, Munbaz and Izitus, called Zutus in 
he talmudic sources, converted to Judaism and 
scrupulously kept the mitzvot (see Bereshit Rabba 
46). Initially, Munbaz abdicated the throne in favor 
of his brother, but he accepted the kingship upon 
his brother's death. 


Sarcophagus of Queen Helene, mother of Munbaz 


NOTES 


And they would practice ritual impurity and 
purity with regard to snow — T70) TAW pTi) 
obwa: The later commentaries suggest an expla- 
nation of the praiseworthy practice: Although the 
halakha is that snow is susceptible to ritual impurity 
only if one intended to drink it, nevertheless the 
members of the household of King Munbaz would 
apply the halakhot of impurity and purity to all snow, 
as there is no way to discern whether someone had 
intended to use the snow for drinking. 


As at night there is a risk of being overcome by 
sleep and consequently she might be repulsive 
to him - POKI NII mw DIN KINT INT: The 
commentaries explain that even according to this 
suggestion, this conduct is considered praiseworthy 
only in the case of the household of King Munbaz, 
who were occupied with royal matters all day 
and were therefore too tired at night to engage 
in intercourse. The same applies to Torah scholars, 
who learn Torah day and night, but not to ordinary 
people (Ya’avetz). 


One may examine a bed only with a cloth of linen 

..clean and soft wool - xx TBAT ppTia px 
a 97) 1Y.. N poipaa: The commentaries explain 
that one is not required to examine with these par- 
ticular cloths. Rather, all types of cloths are fit for 
this purpose provided that they have been checked 
to see that they absorb blood. This excludes cloths 
made of synthetic materials that do not absorb 
blood, such as nylon (Shiurei Shevet HaLevi). 
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Rava says: And if the house is dark, it is permitted to engage in 
intercourse by day there. And in the case ofa Torah scholar, he may 
cause darkness with his garment and engage in intercourse even 
during the daytime, as he will certainly do so with modesty. 


The Gemara challenges: We learned in the mishna: Or she must 
engage in intercourse by the light of a lamp. This indicates that 
one may engage in intercourse in the light. The Gemara answers: 
Say that the mishna reads: She must examine the cloth by the light 
of a lamp, but not engage in intercourse in this manner. 


The Gemara cites a relevant source. Come and hear a baraita: Even 
though the Sages said that one who engages in intercourse by the 
light of a lamp is repulsive, nevertheless Beit Shammai say: Or she 
must engage in intercourse by the light of a lamp and inspect the 
cloths before and after each act of intercourse. The Gemara similarly 
explains: Say that the baraita reads: One who examines herself 
before or after intercourse by the light of a lamp is repulsive, as 
this examination would not be conducted properly, since the light 
of the lamp may not be sufficient. Nevertheless Beit Shammai say 
that a woman who engages in many acts of intercourse in one night 
must examine the cloth by the light of a lamp. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a baraita: And the 
household of King Munbaz’ would perform three matters, and 
the Sages would mention them favorably for their behavior in this 
regard. They would engage in intercourse by day; and they would 
examine before and after intercourse with wool [bemeila]' of 
Parhava, which is very white and would show any stain; and they 
would practice ritual impurity and purity with regard to snow." 
Regardless of the meaning of the last two matters, in any event 
this baraita teaches that they would engage in intercourse by day, 
which indicates that this practice is not prohibited. 


The Gemara answers: Say that they would examine their beds, i.e., 
check the examination cloths, by day. The Gemara adds: So too, it 
is reasonable that this is the correct explanation, as if it should 
enter your mind that it means that they would engage in inter- 
course by day, even if it is permitted, would the Sages have men- 
tioned them favorably for this practice? The Gemara refutes this 
proof: Yes, it is indeed so. There is a praiseworthy aspect to engag- 
ing in intercourse by day, as at night there is a risk of being over- 
come by sleep, because the husband might be too tired after the 
exertions of the day, and consequently his wife who desires sexual 
intercourse might be repulsive to him." 


The Gemara further analyzes the baraita, which teaches: And the 
household of King Munbaz would examine before and after inter- 
course, with wool of Parhava. The Gemara notes: This statement 
supports the opinion of Shmuel, as Shmuel said: One may exam- 
ine a bed, i.e., use an examination cloth for intercourse, only with 
a cloth made of linen [befakolin],' or with one made of clean 
and soft wool." Rav says: This is the explanation of that which I 
heard when I was there, in Eretz Yisrael, on Shabbat evenings, 
which is the time when Torah scholars engage in intercourse with 
their wives; people would offer and say: Who needs linen cloths 
for eating bread [benahama],' a euphemism for intercourse. And 
I did not know what they were saying until now. 


Wool [meila] - xbon: Meila, or meilat as it is more commonly known, 
means soft wool. Apparently, it is from the Greek pndwtr, méloté, 
meaning sheepskin or any rough woolly skin. There are those who 
say that this word is related to the name of the city of Miletus, which 


was a center for wool trading. 


Linen [pakolin] - pips: The word pakolin refers to bundles of flax, 
or linen towels. It may be derived from the Greek páxedoç, fakelos, 


LANGUAGE 


meaning bundle, and Aivoy, linon, meaning linen. One who deals 
with pakolin is called a pakuli. For example, the tanna who arranged 
the eighteen blessings before Rabban Gamliel, the Nasi of the San- 
hedrin, was called Shimon HaPakuli, a reference to his profession. 


Bread [nahama] — 13793: Bread is used as a euphemism for inter- 
course in many places in the Bible, e.g.: “Save the bread that he did 
eat” (Genesis 39:6), which refers to Potiphar's wife (see Rashi there). 
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Rava says: Those worn-out flax clothes are good for examination. 
The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t the school of Menashe 
teach: One may not examine a bed with a red cloth," nor with a 
black cloth, nor with flax,’ but with a cloth made of linen, or with 
one made of clean and soft wool? 


The Gemara answers that this is not difficult, as this statement that 
one may not examine with flax is referring to flax itself, whereas that 
statement of Rava, that flax is good for an examination, is referring 
to flax garments. And if you wish, say instead that both this state- 
ment and that statement are referring to flax garments, and the 
difference is that this ruling that one may not use flax is referring to 
new garments, whereas that ruling of Rava is referring specifically 
to worn-out garments," which are brighter. 


It was further stated that the household of King Munbaz was praised 
by the Sages because its members would practice ritual impurity 
and purity with regard to snow. The Gemara comments: We 
learned in a baraita there (see Tosefta, Teharot 2:5): Snow is neither 
food nor drink" with regard to ritual impurity. If one designated it 
for consumption, his intention is disregarded, and it does not 
impart the ritual impurity of food. But if one planned to use it as 
a drink, it imparts the ritual impurity of liquid. 


If part of the snow became impure, it does not all become impure, 
but only the area that came into contact with the item of ritual 
impurity, as a pile of snow is not considered a single unit. If impure 
snow in a vessel is lowered into a ritual bath, even if the waters of 
the ritual bath touched only the snow on the mouth of the vessel, 
since part of the snow is purified, all of it is purified. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: This baraita itself is difficult. You 
initially said that if part of the snow became impure, it does not 
all become impure, and then the baraita teaches that if part of the 
snow is purified, all of it is purified, which is to say that all of it 
became impure. In other words, the last clause of the baraita is 
dealing with a lump of snow all of which is ritually impure, whereas 
according to the previous clause this is impossible: How could the 
source of the impurity have touched all of the snow? 


Abaye says: It is possible for all the snow to become impure, in 
a case where one passed the snow within the airspace of an 
earthenware vessel, such as an oven, in which the source of impurity 
was located. This renders the entire lump of snow impure, as the 
Torah testifies with regard to an earthenware vessel that contains 
a source of impurity that all items inside its airspace are rendered 
impure, as the verse states: 
(Leviticus 11:33). 


Therefore, even if the earthenware vessel was full of items as small 
as mustard seeds, only a few of which touched the sides of the vessel 
or the impure item inside it, all the items inside the vessel are ren- 
dered ritually impure. Likewise, with regard to snow that passes 
through the vessel's airspace, all of it becomes impure. 


“Whatever is in it shall be impure” 
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HALAKHA 


One may not examine a bed with a red cloth, etc. - px 
4D OVI Ya x) maag Nx pp Tia: For all her examinations, 
a woman should use a piece of old white flax clothing, 
cotton wool, or white, clean, soft wool. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the school of Menashe 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 196:6). 


Snow is neither food nor drink, etc. - Soir x ivy by 
nD apon K: Snow is considered neither food nor drink 
with regard to ritual impurity. If one intended to use it for 
food his intention is disregarded. If one planned to use it 
as a drink, it is susceptible to ritual impurity as a liquid. If 
part of the snow became impure, it does not all become 
impure. But if one passed the snow within the airspace of 
an earthenware vessel containing a source of impurity it is 
all rendered impure. The halakha is as stated in the Tosefta 
in Oholot, in accordance with the explanation of Abaye 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:22). 


BACKGROUND 


Flax — jAws: Cultivated flax, Linum usitatissimum L., is an 
annual plant that grows to a height of 40-120 cm. Its flow- 
ers are blue or white. Its stiff stalks contain flax fibers, and 
oil is extracted from its seeds. After the plant is cut, the 
stalks are soaked in water for several days. Various bacteria 
cause the materials that attach the fibers to the stalks to 
decompose. Afterward, the shell is beaten and opened 
and the fibers are extracted, to be used in weaving linen. 


NOTES 


This ruling is referring to new garments whereas that 
ruling is referring specifically to worn-out garments — 
powa xt MIN KT: The Gemara does not provide the 
reason for this difference. Various explanations are sug- 
gested by the early commentaries. Some say that worn- 
out clothes are very white, which aids the examination 
(Rashi; see Tosafot). Others state that it is not easy to fold 
new clothes, and therefore they are not as convenient for 
such examinations as softer, worn-out clothes are (Tosafot; 
Maharam of Rothenburg). Furthermore, new clothes, being 
hard, might scratch the skin and cause an emission that is 
not menstrual blood, which would mislead the woman 
(Rashba). 
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LANGUAGE 
Corridor [perozdor] — 7111115: From the Greek, although 
there is no consensus as to its exact source. Some maintain 
that it is from Tpootados, prostados, which is the genitive 


case of mpootdc, prostas, meaning entrance or corridor. 


Alternatively, it may be from xpd8upoy, prothuron, which 
has a similar meaning. Perozdor is a euphemism for the 
vaginal canal. 


BACKGROUND 


Upper story - my: In the talmudic period buildings were 
often two stories tall. They consisted of an entrance hall, or 
corridor, interior rooms, and an upper story. Sometimes 
the size of the upper story was equal to that of the house 
underneath, while in other cases it occupied only part of 
the area of the house. 


Facade of a two-story villa in Pompeii 


Vestibule [/u/] — bab: A Julis an opening that connects the 
upper and lower stories, usually by means of a ladder. A 
lul can also be a space in the earth for transporting items 
above or below ground, as in the verse: “And they went up 
by vestibules [/ullim] into the middle row, and out of the 
middle into the third” (| Kings 6:8). 
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MI SHN AS woman's reproductive organs are com- 

posed of different parts, and the halakhic 
status of blood that emerges from one part differs from the halakhic 
status of blood that emerges from another part. The Sages stated 
a parable with regard to the structure of the sexual organs of a 
woman," based on the structure of a house: The inner room" rep- 
resents the uterus, and the corridor [perozdor]' leading to the 
inner room represents the vaginal canal, and the upper story®" 
represents the bladder. 


Blood from the inner room" is ritually impure. Blood from the 
upper story is ritually pure. If blood was found in the corridor, 
there is uncertainty whether it came from the uterus and is impure, 
or from the bladder and is pure. Despite its state of uncertainty, it 
is deemed definitely impure, due to the fact that its presumptive 
status is of blood that came from the source, i.e., the uterus, and 
not from the bladder. 


G E M A RA Rami bar Shmuel and Rav Yitzhak, son of 


Rav Yehuda, were learning tractate Nidda 
in the study hall of Rav Huna. Rabba bar Rav Huna found them 
sitting and saying an interpretation of this mishna: The room, i.e., 
the uterus, is the inner part of the reproductive organs, and the 
corridor is the outer part. And the upper story, the bladder, is built, 
i.e., found, above them both. And there is an open vestibule’ 
between the upper story and the corridor. 


They continued: If blood is found from the opening of this vesti- 
bule and inward toward the uterus, i.e., inside the vagina, there is 
uncertainty whether it came from the uterus and is impure, or from 
the bladder and is pure, but its state of uncertainty renders it defi- 
nitely impure." If it is found in the area from the opening of this 
vestibule and outward, on the outer surface of the vulva, the blood 
is more likely to have come from the bladder, through the urethra, 
and therefore its state of uncertainty renders it pure. 


HALAKHA 


The Sages stated a parable with regard to the structure of 
the sexual organs of the woman, etc. - 0730 wn ben 
1D) MWA: The Sages compared the structure "of the repro- 
ductive organs of the woman to a building: The inner room 
represents the uterus, which is the source from which the blood 
of a menstruating woman and a zava flow. The corridor leading 
to the inner room represents the entire vaginal canal, which 
leads to the uterus. Above the room and the corridor, situated 
between them, is the upper story, with the woman's two ovaries. 
Lastly, there is a kind of hole between the upper story and the 
roof of the corridor, which is called the vestibule (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:3—4). 


Blood from the inner room, etc. — 3) 71h D7: If a woman 
experienced a flow of blood from her source she is impure 


The inner room - 1197: The blood of a menstruating woman 
is impure only if it comes from the source, i.e., the uterus, as it is 
stated: “And she shall be purified from the source of her blood” 
(Leviticus 12:7; Torat Kohanim). 


And the corridor — simian: The precise identification of this 
corridor is a matter of much dispute among the early com- 
mentaries. The Hatam Sofer writes that he conducted extensive 
investigation of written and oral sources and found that the 
explanations of Rashi and Josafot do not accord with the physi- 
cal reality. He concludes: We must rely on the interpretation of 
the Rambam in his ruling of halakha (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 5:3-4) as well as in Rambam’s Commentary on the 
Mishna. The Rambam’s opinion is that the corridor represents 
the entire vaginal canal, possibly including the vulva, and it is 
called a corridor because it leads to the uterus. Alternatively, it 
refers to the cervix (Hatam Sofer). Some commentaries claim 


NOTES 


and must observe seven clean days. This halakha applies if 
she sensed the emission of the blood, or even if she sensed its 

movement, despite the fact that it did not emerge. With regard 

to blood found in the corridor, if it was found from the vestibule 

and inward, it is ritually impure, as it is presumed to come from 

the room. Therefore, one burns any teruma that came into con- 
tact with it or with the woman, and she must bring an offering 

if she enters the Temple in that impure state. If the blood was 

found in the corridor outward of the vestibule it is impure as a 

matter of uncertainty, as it might have come from the room, in 

which case it is impure, or it might have flowed from the upper 
story by way of the vestibule, and therefore is pure. Due to the 

uncertainty, she does not bring an offering if she enters the 

Temple, and one does not burn teruma due to it (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 183). 


that Rashi and Josafot do not disagree with the Rambam in 
this regard (Hazon Ish). 


And the upper story - mN: The are various opinions among 
the early commentaries with regard to the precise identifica- 
tion of the upper story. The Rambam claims that it refers to a 
woman's ovaries (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:4). Others 
contend that it is the bladder (Arukh). 


From this vestibule and inward its uncertainty renders it 
definitely impure — xay {pap ah) baba ya: Rashi explains 
that if this blood came from the upper story it should be found 
from the vestibule and outward. The reason is that when the 
blood flows from the upper story through the vestibule to the 
corridor it is found on the outside and does not return inside. 
Rashi notes that according to this reasoning it is unclear why 
the blood is only impure as a matter of uncertainty and not 
definitely impure. 
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Rabba came and said to his father, Rav Huna: With regard to the 
halakha of blood that is found from the vestibule and inward, did 
the Master say to us that its state of uncertainty renders it impure, 
as I heard in the study hall, from which it may be inferred that this 
is a case of uncertain impurity? But didn’t we learn in the mishna: 
The blood is impure due to the fact that its presumptive status is 
of blood that came from the source," i.e., the uterus? This indicates 
that it is a case of definite impurity. If so, the mishna cannot be 
referring either to blood found from the vestibule and inward or 
from the vestibule and outward. 


Rav Huna said to his son Rabba: This is what I said: If the blood 
was found from the vestibule inward it is definitely impure, as it 
is presumed to come from the uterus. This is the case mentioned in 
the mishna. If the blood was found from the vestibule outward its 
state of uncertainty renders it impure. Although it can be claimed 
that if this was blood from the uterus it would not have been found 
in this area, itis possible that when the woman bent over, the blood 
went from the uterus into this area. Consequently, she is impure due 
to the uncertainty. 


Abaye says: What is different about a situation where the blood 
was found from the vestibule outward, where its state of uncer- 
tainty renders it impure? The reason for that halakha is that per- 
haps the woman bent over and leaned forward, and the blood came 
from the room, i.e., the uterus. If so, in the case where the blood 
was found from the vestibule inward, concerning which you ruled 
that she is definitely impure, you can also say that it is possible that 
the woman staggered backward and as a result the blood came 
from the upper story to the back of the canal. Accordingly, she 
should be impure merely out of uncertainty. 


Rather, Abaye says: If you follow the concern, i.e., if your ruling 
of halakha is based on a concern that the blood might have moved 
due to the woman leaning forward or backward, then in both this 
case and that, whether the blood is found in the inner or outer 
section of the canal, the source of the blood is uncertain. And if 
you follow the presumption based on where the blood found in a 
particular place is usually from, then blood found from the vesti- 
bule inward is definitely impure, whereas blood found from the 
vestibule outward is definitely pure. 


Rabbi Hiyya teaches: Blood that is found in the corridor is con- 
sidered definite menstrual blood, and therefore if she engages in 
intercourse, both she and her partner would be liable as a result of 
this blood to receive karet for entering the Temple intentionally 
when ritually impure, or to bring an offering for entering unwittingly. 
And one burns teruma due to it, if the woman touches such pro- 
duce. And Rav Ketina says: It is impure merely as a matter of uncer- 
tainty; therefore, the woman is not obligated, due to that blood, to 
bring an offering for entering the Temple when ritually impure, 
and one does not burn teruma on its account. 


The Gemara discusses the relationship between this dispute and the 
previous statements of amora’im. According to this formulation, 
i.e, option, that Abaye stated: If you follow the concern that the 
blood might have moved due to the woman leaning forward or 
backward, there is uncertainty whether the blood was found in the 
inner or outer section of the canal, this supports the opinion of Rav 
Ketina, who likewise deems blood found in the canal impure due 
to uncertainty. And this option suggested by Abaye contradicts the 
opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, who deems the blood definitely impure. 


According to that formulation that Abaye stated: If you follow 
the presumption that blood found in the inner section is definitely 
impure, while blood found in the outer section is definitely pure, 
this supports the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, whose ruling that the 
blood is definitely impure is understood as referring to blood found 
in the inner section. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


Didn't we learn in the mishna: It is impure due to the 
fact that its presumptive status is of blood that came 
from the source — pA SIPAT pA inw jax NT: The early 
commentaries are puzzled by this question of Rabba, son 
of Rav Huna, as the mishna also states that its impurity is 
uncertain, similar to the comment of Rami bar Shmuel 
and Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda. What, then, is the 
difficulty from the mishna? Perhaps his statement also 
meant that the blood is definitely impure, as explained in 
the mishna. One explanation is that the mishna indicates 
that it is definitely impure when it is found from the ves- 
tibule and inward, as the term: Its presumptive status, is 
indicative of definite impurity (Rashi). 


This is what | said — KYagp 977 XIN: According to Rav 
Huna, the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rami bar Shmuel and Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda. 
Some commentaries explain the mishna according to 
Rami bar Shmuel and Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, as 
follows: The mishna is referring only to a case where the 
blood is found on the floor of the corridor, i.e., the lower 
part of the vaginal canal, whereas they are speaking of a 
case where it is found on the roof of the corridor (Rashi). 
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And this option contradicts the opinion of Rav Ketina, who 
deems the blood impure due to uncertainty. 


And according to the opinion of Rav Huna, who said that if the 
blood was found in the inner section it is definitely impure, as it is 
presumed to come from the uterus, and if the blood was found in 
the outer section it is impure due to uncertainty, one can say that 
Rabbi Hiyya and Rav Ketina do not disagree, as they were refer- 
ring to different cases. Here, where Rabbi Hiyya deems the blood 
definitely impure, he is speaking of blood found from the vesti- 
bule and inward, whereas there, Rav Ketina deems it impure due 
to uncertainty when it is found from the vestibule and outward. 


But according to the opinion of Rami bar Shmuel" and Rav 
Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, who say that if the blood is found 
from the vestibule and outward, its state of uncertainty renders 
it pure, whereas if it is found in the area from the vestibule and 
inward, its state of uncertainty renders it impure, with regard to 
what case can the dispute between these Sages, Rabbi Hiyya and 
Rav Ketina, be interpreted? It must be referring to a situation 
where the blood was found from the vestibule and inward, as 
according to Rami bar Shmuel and Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, 
ifthe blood is found from the vestibule and outward it is pure. 


If so, shall we say that Rami bar Shmuel and Rav Yitzhak, son of 
Rav Yehuda, disagree with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, who 
deems the blood definitely impure, whereas they maintain that it 
is impure merely due to uncertainty? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. It is possible that Rami 
bar Shmuel and Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, agree with the 
opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, as they maintain that there is no dispute 
between Rav Ketina and Rabbi Hiyya. Once again the reason is 
that Rav Ketina and Rabbi Hiyya might be referring to two differ- 
ent cases: Here, Rabbi Hiyya deems the blood definitely impure 
because he is speaking of a case where it is found on the floor of 
the corridor, in which case the blood is presumed to come from 
the uterus rather than the bladder. And there, Rav Ketina, who 
deems the blood impure due to uncertainty, is referring to blood 
that is found on the roof of the corridor,’ and therefore it is 
uncertain whether the blood came from the bladder or the uterus. 


But according to the opinion of Rami bar Shmuel — xoy 
Sxmw s2 "ab: This passage presents four different opinions of 
Sages with regard to the status of blood found in the corridor 
and the resulting impurity of the woman, with differentiations 
based on whether the blood was found from the vestibule and 
inward or from the vestibule and outward. The Gemara further 
offers various suggestions concerning the relationship between 
these opinions and the dispute between Rabbi Hiyya and Rav 
Ketina, which accounts for the complexity of this discussion; 
see the chart below. 


Here a case where it is found on the floor. ..and there is 
referring to blood that is found on the roof of the corridor - 
TTD VI NYY NDI TTI YPP XLA Jx: The early 
commentaries are puzzled as to why this distinction is not 
mentioned earlier, where the Gemara discusses the relationship 
between Abaye’s first proposal and the dispute of Rabbi Hiyya 
and Rav Ketina. Instead of determining that this suggestion of 
Abaye is in conflict with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, the Gemara 
could have said that Abaye is referring to the roof of the corridor, 
which is why the blood is impure due to uncertainty, whereas 


Rabbi Hiyya is referring to blood found on the floor of the cor- 
ridor, and therefore it is definitely impure. The commentaries 
explain that this distinction cannot be applied to the opinion 
of Abaye, as he said that there is a concern that the blood 
might have reached its current location due to the woman's 
movement. This possibility applies to blood found on the floor 
of the corridor as well, and therefore Abaye would maintain 
that this blood is also impure only due to uncertainty (Rashi). 


Rami bar Shmuel and Rav 
Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda renders it impure 


Rav Huna Definitely impure 
Abaye's first formulation: Concern 
of bending over or straightening renders it impure 


Abaye's second formulation Definitely impure 


The item's uncertain impurity 


The item’s uncertain impurity 


The item's uncertainty 
eaves it pure 


The item's uncertain impurity 
renders it impure 


The item's uncertainty 
eaves it impure 


Definitely pure 


Refers to the floor of the corridor 


Refers to the area from the 
vestibule and inward 


Disagrees with his opinion 


Refers to the area from the 
vestibule and inward 


Refers to the roof of the corridor 


Refers to the area from the 
vestibule and outward 


Agrees with his opinion 


Disagrees with his opinion 
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§ Rabbi Yohanan says: In three places where there is uncertainty the 
Sages followed the majority, and based on that majority they estab- 
lished the halakha in these cases as though they involved a certainty. 
The three cases are as follows: The source, the afterbirth [shilya],® and 
a shaped limb. The Gemara elaborates: The source is that which we just 
said, i.e., that blood found in the corridor from the vestibule and inward 
it is ritually impure, because the majority of blood found there is from 
the uterus. 


The afterbirth is as we learned in a mishna (26a): Ifa woman miscarried 
and the afterbirth is in the house," the house is ritually impure, in the 
sense that everything under the roof becomes impure due to impurity 
imparted bya corpse. And the reason is not that the afterbirth itself has 
the status of an offspring; rather, it is that there is no afterbirth without 
an offspring. It is clear that the afterbirth contained an offspring, which 
disintegrated after the miscarriage. That offspring renders the contents 
of the house impure. Rabbi Shimon says: The offspring was squashed 
before it emerged with the afterbirth. Consequently, the house is not 
rendered impure, because the squashed fetus is nullified by the majority 
of blood that accompanied the miscarriage. 


The third case of an uncertainty where the Sages followed the majority 
is that ofa shaped limb, as we learned in a baraita: In the case of a woman 
who miscarries a shaped hand, i.e., its fingers are discernible, or a 
shaped foot," its mother is impure with the impurity of a woman after 
childbirth, as it certainly came from a full-fledged fetus, and we are not 
concerned that perhaps it came from a fetus with a sealed, i.e., deficient 
body, in which case the miscarriage does not have the status of childbirth 
with regard to ritual impurity. The reason is that most pregnant women 
give birth to a fully formed fetus, and therefore it is presumed that the 
hand or foot came from a whole fetus that was squashed during child- 
birth. Once again the Sages established the impurity as a certainty, based 
ona majority. 


The Gemara asks: And are there no more cases of uncertainty in which 
the Sages determined the halakha according to the status of the majority, 
treating the case as though it involved a certainty? But isn’t there the 
case of nine stores?" 


As it is taught in a baraita: With regard to nine stores in a city, all of 
which sell kosher meat from slaughtered animals, and one other store 
that sells meat from unslaughtered animal carcasses, and a person 
bought meat from one of the stores and he does not know from which 
store he bought the meat, in this case of uncertainty, the meat is pro- 
hibited. With regard to an item of uncertain status, if it separated from 
its fixed location it is presumed to have separated from the majority’ of 
items like it in that location, and has their halakhic status. But in the case 
of an item that remained in its fixed location, i.e., didn’t separate, it is 
viewed as an uncertainty that is equally balanced, and one does not fol- 
low the majority. This ruling is based on the principle: The halakhic status 
of uncertainty with regard to any item fixed in its place is that of an 
uncertainty that is equally balanced, and one does not follow the major- 
ity. In this case, when it comes to determining whether or not this meat 
comes from a kosher store, since the uncertainty stems from the act of 
buying the meat in the store, and the stores are fixed in their places, the 
two types of stores are regarded as though they were equal in number. 


The baraita continues: And in the case of meat found in the street, out- 
side the stores, follow the majority of stores. If most stores in the city 
sell kosher meat one can assume that the meat he found is kosher, based 
on the principle: Any item separated, i.e., not fixed in its place, is pre- 
sumed to have been separated from the majority. Similar to the previous 
cases, this meat is treated as certainly kosher on the basis of a majority. 


Afterbirth [shilya] - ww: In modern Hebrew, the word shilya 
refers specifically to the placenta, but in the Gemara the term refers 
to the placenta, the fetal membranes, and the umbilical cord that 
are expelled from a woman's body following delivery (see 26a and 


LANGUAGE 


Tosefta 4:9). For this reason, the translation used here is afterbirth. 
See also the verse: “And against her afterbirth [uveshilyatah] that 
comes out from between her feet” (Deuteronomy 28:57). The term 
is derived from the Akkadian word elitu. 


BACKGROUND 


Afterbirth - wou: The placenta is a mass filled with 
blood vessels affixed to the wall of the uterus, through 
which the fetus is nourished, by way of the umbilical 
cord. Shortly after birth, usually within the first hour, 
the placenta separates from the uterus and is expelled 
from the body, but there are cases where the placenta 
is retained in the body for periods of up to several 
days, which is potentially life-threatening to the 
mother. The existence of a placenta is clear evidence 
that a woman or a female animal was pregnant. Such 
a sign is important when there is uncertainty whether 
there was a birth, which is relevant for the halakhot 
of impurity and for defining whether the subsequent 
offspring will have the status of a firstborn. If a pla- 
centa is expelled, even if there is no fetus present it is 
assumed that it was either delivered and then taken 
away, or that it did not develop properly and therefore 
is not discernible. 


If it separated from its fixed location it is presumed 
to have separated from the majority - w97 be 
wW xara: This principle applies to many dilem- 
mas with regard to the halakhot of forbidden and 
permitted mixtures. If an item or person whose 
status is unclear is found separated from a group, it 
can be assumed that it shares common status with 
the majority of items in that group. One may rely on 
this principle only in cases where the item spontane- 
ously emerged from a mixture whose proportions are 
known. That is not the case when the item remains 
in the mixture. In that case, the sample is flawed and 
there is room for concern that the item in question 
is not really from the majority component. Then the 
principle is: Anything that is fixed, i.e., anything that 
remains in the mixture, is considered part of an evenly 
balanced uncertainty, and the item is not attributed 
to the majority. 


HALAKHA 
The afterbirth is in the house, etc. — 13123 xv: 
If a woman miscarried an afterbirth inside a house, 
that house is definitely impure, as there is a presump- 
tion that there is no afterbirth without a fetus (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 25:10, and see 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:14). 


A woman who miscarries a shaped hand or a 
shaped foot, etc. — aang bay AANT T Yaan: 
Ifa woman miscarried a hand with distinctly formed 
fingers or a foot with distinctly formed toes, the 
presumption is that it came from a whole fetus, and 
therefore she is impure as a childbearing woman 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:11). 


Nine stores, etc. — 13) nian ywn: If the majority of 
stores in a city sell kosher meat and a minority sell 
non-kosher meat, and someone entered one of the 
stores and purchased meat and does not know which 
store he entered, as there is a fixed majority the meat's 
halakhic status is that of having a balanced uncer- 
tainty, and the meat is prohibited. If the meat was 
found in the marketplace or in the hands of a gentile, 
it is permitted, as most of the stores sell kosher meat, 
and there is a principle that any item separated, i.e., 
not fixed in its place, is presumed to have been sepa- 
rated from the majority. This is the halakha by Torah 
law, but the Sages prohibited this meat even if all the 
slaughterers and all the sellers are Jews. The Rema 
explains that one follows the principle: Any item 
separated is presumed to have been separated from 
the majority, only when the item was not separated in 
one's presence, but if it was separated in his presence 
or if he saw the gentile take it, it is considered as if he 
himself separated it from there, and it is prohibited 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
8:11 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 17:8; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 10:3). 
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HALAKHA 
Nine frogs, etc. — ^3) pyty ywn: If there were nine frogs 
and one ritually impure creeping animal in the private 
domain, and a person touched one of them but he does not 
know which, he is ritually impure, as uncertain ritual impurity 
in the private domain is deemed ritually impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 18:2). 


NOTES 


In the private domain the item's uncertain impurity ren- 
ders it impure, etc. — 13) Kav ipao Py nwa: The halakhot 
of the uncertain transmission of ritual impurity are derived 
rom the case of the woman suspected by her husband of 
having been unfaithful [sota], which is the paradigm of a 
situation in which there is uncertainty as to whether or not 
a person has become defiled. Since a sota is rendered pro- 
hibited to her husband due to suspicion only if she secludes 
herself with another man in a private domain, in other cases 
00, people are rendered impure based on a suspicion only 
if the potential impurity was contracted in a private domain. 
Although the case of a sota involves her being prohibited 
o her husband, i.e., it does not involve ritual impurity, cases 
of ritual impurity are nevertheless derived from it since the 
Torah uses the term “impurity” with regard to a sota (see, e.g., 
umbers 5:14). 
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The Gemara answers: We say that this list of cases mentioned by 
Rabbi Yohanan is referring to matters of ritual impurity, whereas 
we do not say that the list includes cases that involve prohibitions, 
such as that of non-kosher meat. 


The Gemara further asks: But isn’t there the case where there were 
nine dead frogs," which do not impart ritual impurity, and one 
carcass of a creeping animal among them, which does impart 
impurity, and someone touched one of these ten dead creatures, 
and he does not know which of them he touched? The halakha is 
as follows: If this occurred in the private domain the item's uncer- 
tain impurity renders it impure," as it is derived from the Torah 
that in cases of uncertainty with regard to ritual impurity in the 
private domain, the item is deemed impure. If the contact occurred 
in the public domain, the item’s uncertainty leaves it pure. 


The Gemara continues: And in a case where one of these creatures 
was separated from the rest and was found elsewhere, and the 
person touched it there, follow the majority. Since most of the 
animals do not impart ritual impurity, this individual remains pure. 
This is another case involving uncertain impurity where the Sages 
established the halakha as certain based on the majority. 


The Gemara explains: We say that Rabbi Yohanan’ list is referring 
to matters of ritual impurity of a woman, whereas we do not say 
that the list includes cases that involve ritual impurity in general. 


The Gemara further asks: But isn’t there that which Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi said: With regard to a pregnant woman who 
passed across a river 


and she miscarried" her fetus into the river, but she does not know 
whether or not the fetus was fully formed, she brings the offering 
of a woman after childbirth, i.e., a burnt offering and a sin offering. 
And the sin offering, which is a bird, is eaten after the nape of its 
neck has been severed, in the manner of a regular bird sin offering. 
This is the halakha despite the uncertainty, i.e., this fetus might not 
have been fully formed, in which case the woman is not obligated 
to bring this offering, and a bird that is not an offering may not be 
eaten if its nape was severed. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi explains the reasoning behind this ruling: 
One must follow the majority of pregnant women, and most 
pregnant women give birth to full-fledged offspring. If so, this is 
another case involving an uncertainty where the Sages established 
the halakha as a certainty based on the majority. Furthermore, this 
case involves the ritual impurity of a woman. Why then did Rabbi 
Yohanan list only three cases of this kind? 


The Gemara answers: We say that only cases taught in the Mishna 
or a baraita are included in this list, whereas we do not say that 
those derived from an amoraic halakhic statement, e.g., the 
statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, are included. 


HALAKHA 


Passed across a river and she miscarried — nym wa may: 
If a woman was known to be pregnant, and she gave birth 
but did not know the form of what she birthed, e.g., if she 
miscarried into a river, she is presumed to have given birth to 
a fully formed child, and she is ritually impure as a woman after 
childbirth. Since she does not know whether the child was 
male or female, she must accept the stringencies of both the 


birth of a male child and a female child, i.e., a longer period of 
impurity and a shorter period of purity. Since she is considered 
a definite childbearing woman, she must bring the offerings of 
a woman who has given birth, and her sin offering is eaten. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:19 and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:6). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this explanation: But 
when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said that 
Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Hanina raises an objection against the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi from a baraita that deals with 
an unsure woman," i.e, one who does not know when she gave 
birth. Ravin added: And I do not know what his objection was" 
from that baraita. 


The Gemara discusses Ravin’s statement: What, is it not correct to 
say that Ravin meant that this baraita is not a refutation of the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi but actually provides support" 
for that opinion? If so, that would mean that Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi’s opinion is effectively taught in a baraita as well, and therefore 
according to the above consideration Rabbi Yohanan should have 
included it in his list. 


The Gemara answers: This is not necessarily the correct inference, 
as perhaps Ravin meant simply that the ruling of this baraita 
is neither a refutation nor a support for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi. 


§ When Rabbi Yohanan says that in three places where there is 
uncertainty the Sages followed the majority and established the 
halakha as though it involved a certainty, he is clearly indicating 
that some cases are excluded from this category. The Gemara asks: 
Rabbi Yohanan says this to exclude what? 


If we say that he says this to exclude an uncertain case where on 
the one hand there is a majority that indicates the woman should 
be deemed ritually impure and on the other hand there is a pre- 
sumptive status along with it that opposes that majority, which is 
why the uncertainty is not treated as a certainty, and therefore one 
does not burn teruma due to contact with that impurity, this can- 
not be the case. The reason is that Rabbi Yohanan already said it on 
another occasion, with regard to other cases of ritual impurity, that 
if the consideration of a majority indicates that an item should be 
impure while its presumptive status indicates that it should be pure, 
it is not considered definitely impure. 


The Gemara cites the source for Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion in this 
regard. As we learned in a mishna (Teharot 3:8): Ifa ritually impure 
child is found alongside ritually pure started dough that has not 
yet risen, and he has risen dough in his hand" that may have been 
removed from the larger portion of started dough, Rabbi Meir 
deems the started dough pure, since there is no proof the child 
touched it, as he might have been given the piece by someone else. 
And the Rabbis deem it impure, as they assume that he touched 
the started dough. The child is presumed to be impure, because it 
is the norm of a child to handle items. 


And we say with regard to this dispute: What is the reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir? He holds that a majority of children 
handle items that are within reach, in this case the dough, and a 
minority do not handle items within reach, and this dough retains 
a presumptive status of purity, since its impurity has not been 
definitively determined. Therefore, one should append the fact that 
the minority of children do not handle items within reach to the 
presumptive status of purity of the dough, and the force of the 
majority of children who handle items within reach is weakened. 
Therefore, the dough is considered pure. 


HALAKHA 


If a ritually impure child is found alongside ritually pure started 
dough and he has risen dough in his hand — 4¥3 Kyan piva 
$a px npn: If an impure child is found alongside a started 
dough while holding a piece of risen dough, the entire dough is 


reach. Nevertheless, if the dough was teruma it is not burned 
based on this presumption, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, as explained by Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 16:3). 


impure, as the presumption is that a child will handle items within 


NOTES 


Unsure woman - viv: The Gemara here alludes to a 
discussion that is cited in full on 29b. There, the Gemara 
cites a baraita that deals with a woman who left her 
house when she was pregnant and returned a long 
while afterward, no longer pregnant. The problem is 
hat she knows nothing about when she gave birth or 
he nature of the child. Furthermore, since her return, 
hree weeks of purity passed, i.e., three weeks without 
her experiencing a blood flow, after which there was 
another ten-week period that consisted alternately of 
a week where she experienced bleeding every day, 
ollowed by a week in which she did not experience 
bleeding at all. The halakha is that this woman may 
engage in intercourse with her husband only on the 
hirty-fifth day from her arrival, which is the end of 
he fifth week. 


What his objection was - =navA x: Rabbi Yosei bar 
Rabbi Hanina’s objection is explained in the Gemara 
on 29b. He asked: Why does the baraita teach that the 
woman may engage in intercourse with her husband 
only at the end of the fifth week from her arrival? It 
is clear that she is not permitted to him in the first 
week, as she might have given birth to a male child just 
before she arrived, in which case this week is included 
in the seven days of impurity a woman must observe 
upon the birth of a male child. Likewise, she may not 
engage in intercourse with her husband in the second 
week, in case she gave birth to a female just before 
her return, and she must therefore observe two weeks 
of impurity. Furthermore, they are forbidden to each 
other in the third week of her return as well, as she 
might have given birth to a female while in a state of 
a zava, i.e., she might have experienced a blood flow 
for three days before the birth that was not due to 
childbirth. In such a case she must count the seven 
pure days of a zava after the two weeks of impurity 
for the birth of a female. But why is she prohibited to 
her husband in the fourth week following her return? 
Even if she experiences bleeding that week, it should 
be considered ritually pure. The reason it should be 
considered ritually pure is that the majority of women 
give birth to fully formed children, and therefore this 
woman should also be treated as one who gave birth 
o a fully formed child, which means that she has a 
period of purity during which her blood is ritually pure. 
The fact that the baraita does not accept this opinion is 
a proof against the claim of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
hat one follows the majority of women, who give birth 
0 fully formed children. 


But provides support — xny”D xh: This interpre- 
ation of Ravin’s statement is not discussed by the 
Gemara on 29b, which deals with this baraita in detail. 
The early commentaries explain why the baraita could 
be understood as providing support of Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi's ruling: If the baraita did not accept Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi's opinion that one follows the 
majority of women, who give birth to fully formed 
children, then this woman who returned no longer 
pregnant should not be considered impure at all. The 
reason is that there is a compound uncertainty here: 
Perhaps she did not give birth to a fully formed child, 
and even if she did, perhaps she gave birth long before 
her arrival, in which case all the days of her impurity 
have ended. Once Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's opinion 
has been accepted, there is only one uncertainty left, 
which is that she might have given birth just before her 
arrival, and therefore she is considered impure, in accor- 
dance with the principle that the halakha is stringent 
when only one uncertainty is involved. 
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NOTES 

The majority takes precedence — Y xa: The dispute 
between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis concerns the basic 
question of which factor takes precedence in a conflict 
between a majority and a presumption. What weight is 
granted to the minority, which supports the presumption? 
According to the Rabbis the minority is entirely discounted, 
and therefore there is simply a majority versus a presump- 
tion, in which case the majority takes precedence. Rabbi 
Meir contends that the minority is not completely negated; 
it combines with the presumption to override the majority, 
as two factors are more powerful than one (Rashi). If so, this 
preference of a presumption and a minority over a majority 
applies by Torah law, not rabbinic law. 


HALAKHA 

One who miscarries a piece, etc. -^9 79N nban: With 
regard to a woman who miscarries a piece of flesh, even 
if it is red she is ritually impure only if there is blood with 
it. Furthermore, even if the piece of flesh was torn open 
and discovered to be full of blood, she is pure, as this is not 
the blood of her menstruation but the blood of the piece 
of flesh (Rambam). Others hold that as the Rabbis main- 
tain that there is always an emergence of blood when the 
uterus opens, and the halakha is in accordance with their 
opinion, she must certainly have experienced bleeding 
when she miscarried (Ra'avad). Consequently, she is ritually 
impure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:13, and 
see Maggid Mishne there). 
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And the Rabbis contend that in a case where the majority is fol- 
lowed, the minority is considered like it does not exist. And 
consequently, there is a conflict between the determining factors 
of the majority of impure children who handle items within reach 
and the presumptive status of purity of the dough. Therefore, the 
majority takes precedence." 


And Reish Lakish says in the name of Rabbi Oshaya: This halakha 

of a child is an example of a presumption, that children handle 
items within reach, over which teruma is burned, as the Rabbis 
hold that it is sufficiently certain that the dough has become impure 
to allow it to be burned. And Rabbi Yohanan says: This is not a 
presumption over which teruma is burned. Rather, the dough is 
left aside, and can be neither eaten nor burned, due to the uncer- 
tainty whether it is impure. In this context, Rabbi Yohanan has 
already stated that when a majority is contradicted by a presumption, 
the status of uncertainty applies. Therefore, there was no need for 
him to specify the three cases he mentioned in order to exclude 
situations of this kind. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan’s statement that there are only three cases 
in which uncertainty is treated as certainty is meant to exclude 
a specific situation involving a majority, as discussed by Rabbi 
Yehuda. As we learned in a mishna (21a): In the case of a woman 
who miscarries an amorphous piece" of flesh, if there is blood that 
emerges with it, the woman is ritually impure with the impurity of 
a menstruating woman. And if not, she is pure, as she is neither a 
menstruating woman nor a woman after childbirth. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: In both this case, where blood emerged, and that case, where 
no blood emerged, the woman is impure with the impurity of a 
menstruating woman, as there was certainly undetected blood that 
emerged with the flesh. 


And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: Rabbi Yehuda deemed 
the woman impure, despite the fact that no blood emerged, only 
in the case of a piece of flesh that has the color of one of the four 
types of ritually impure blood, as stated in the mishna below (19a). 
But if it has the color of other types of blood, the woman is pure. 
And Rabbi Yohanan says: If a woman miscarries a piece of flesh 
that has the color of one of the four types of ritually impure blood, 
all, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, agree that she is impure. And 
likewise, if the piece has the color of other types of blood, all agree 
that she is pure. The Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda disagree only with 
regard to a case where the woman miscarried an amorphous piece 


of flesh, 


and she herself does not know exactly what the appearance of the 
piece of flesh that she miscarried was, e.g., if it was lost. In this case 
Rabbi Yehuda holds: Follow the majority of miscarriages of amor- 
phous pieces of flesh, and the majority of pieces of flesh have the 
appearance of one of the four types of impure blood. And the 
Rabbis hold: We do not say: Follow the majority of miscarriages 
of amorphous pieces of flesh. Therefore, Rabbi Yohanan’s mention 
of three cases is meant to exclude this statement of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who rules that the woman is definitely impure based on a majority. 
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MI SHN A There are five distinct colors of ritually 


impure blood in a woman:" Red, and black, 
and like the bright color of the crocus [karkom]' flower,*" and like 
water that inundates red earth, and like diluted wine. Beit Sham- 
mai say: Even blood like the water in which a fenugreek’ plant is 
soaked, and like the liquid that drips from roast meat, are ritually 
impure, and Beit Hillel deem blood of those colors ritually pure. 
With regard to blood that is green,™™ Akavya ben Mahalalel deems 
it impure and the Rabbis deem it pure. 


Rabbi Meir said: Even if the green blood does not transmit impu- 
rity due to the halakhot ofa blood stain or the blood of a menstruat- 
ing woman, it is blood in that it renders food susceptible to ritual 
impurity due to its status as one of the seven liquids that render 
food susceptible to impurity. Rabbi Yosei says: Neither in this 
sense, as the blood of a menstruating woman according to Akavya 
ben Mahalalel, nor in that sense, as a liquid that renders food 
susceptible to impurity according to Rabbi Meir, is green blood 
considered blood. 


The mishna asks: What is the red color that is impure?" It is as 
red as the blood that flows from a wound. What is the black color 
that is impure? It is blood as black as heret." If the black is deeper 
than that, the blood is ritually impure; if the black is lighter than 
that, the blood is ritually pure."" And what is the color that is like 
the bright color of the crocus flower that is impure? It is like the 
brightest part in the flower, which is harvested to produce the 


orange-colored spice saffron. 


There are five distinct colors of ritually impure blood in a 
woman - TONI DRAY 027 TWIN: All types of red blood that 
flow from a woman, whether they are very dark or deep, are 
ritually impure. The same applies to all forms of black blood 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 188:1). 


Green — piw: If white or green fluid flowed from a woman, 
even if it is similar to wax or to gold in color, it is pure, and all 
the more so if it is green like a leek or like grass. Some claim that 
blue blood is considered like green blood (Rema). The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:6 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 188:1). 


And like the bright color of the crocus flower [keren karkom] - 
D27217: All the commentaries agree that karkom refers to the 
crocus flower. With regard to keren, Rashi suggests two possible 
explanations: First, that it means a corner, as in the common tal- 
mudic expression keren zavit, the angle of a corner. In this context, 
it is the color of a crocus flower in the corner of a garden, not one 
in the center of the garden. Second, that it means shining and 
brightness, as in the verse: “The skin of his face sent forth beams 
[karan]" (Exodus 34:29); in other words, the phrase means: The 
bright color of the crocus flower. 


Blood that is green [yarok] — pin: There are various opinions 
with regard to the precise nature of this green that is the subject 
of the dispute between the Rabbis and Akavya ben Mahalalel. 
Some say that their dispute applies only to the green color of an 
etrog fruit, which has a reddish tinge, but that if it is leek green, 
even Akavya ben Mahalalel concedes that it is pure (Tosafot). 
The commentaries infer from here that all shades of yarok are 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


What is the red color that is impure — Dit wp: The red color 
of blood that the Sages said is impure in a woman is like the 
first flow of blood from someone's wound, as explained by Rav 
Nahman in the Gemara later (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 5:8). 


If the black is deeper than that it is ritually impure, if the black 
is lighter than that it is ritually pure - 131 179° wav 121 piny 
airt: With regard to a woman who saw one of the types of blood 
listed in the mishna, if it was the same as described in the mishna 
or deeper, it is impure; if it was lighter, it is pure. How so? If black 
blood was darker than dried ink, she is impure. If it was lighter 
than that, e.g. if it was like a black olive, or tar, or the black of a 
raven, it is pure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:9). 


pure, even one that is waxy green, greenish gold, or similar in 
appearance to the yolk of an egg (Tur, Yoreh Dea 188; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 188:1). 


Heret — mf: This refers to an extremely dark black, like the color 
used by tanners and shoemakers to dye hides. 


If the black is deeper than that it is ritually impure, if the 
black is lighter [deiha] than that it is ritually pure - ,31 piny 
iv 12 PT Kaw: The early commentaries disagree as to the 
meaning of this statement. Some say that the clause: If the black 
is deeper than that the blood is ritually impure, means that it is 
deeper than ink, whereas deiha means that it is a lighter black 
(Rashi; Ramban; Rashba). Others maintain the reverse, that the 
term: Deeper, means that it is less black, whereas deiha means 
that it is very black (Ramban, citing Rabbeinu Shmuel). The Ram- 
ban rejects this opinion, claiming that the stronger shade of any 
color is always described as deeper. 


rom the publisher 


LANGUAGE 
Crocus [karkom] - D272: The earliest source for this word 
is apparently the Sanskrit kunkuma, which found its way 
into many other languages with a shift from the letter n 
to r, in forms such as karkom and the Latin word crocus. 


BACKGROUND 


Crocus flower — D272: Saffron crocus, Crocus sativus L., is 
a plant of the Iridaceae family. The plant is notable for the 
fact that it flowers early in the winter, and for its flowers, 
from which the orange-colored spice saffron is extracted. 
Due to its pleasant odor it is mentioned in the Bible and in 
rabbinic sources as being a source of perfume. 


Crocus flower with saffron-producing stigmata and styles 


Fenugreek — nbn: Trigonella foenum-graecum L., known 
in modern Hebrew as hilbe, belongs to the legume family. 
Itis a short plant, growing to less than 1m high. The plant 
has hollow, hairy stems, light green leaves arranged in 
threes, and white flowers. The fruit is found in small pods 
that are up to 15 cm long and contain flat seeds about 
5mm long. While the plant is generally grown for its seeds, 
which are used as a spice for food, the shoots are also 
edible when cooked. In some countries, fenugreek is used 
as animal fodder and as fertilizer. 


Fenugreek 


Green [yarok] - piv: Green is not a primary color; it is 
located between blue and yellow on the spectrum of 
visible light. The term yarok, as it is used by the Sages, 
includes a wide variety of shades, from dark green to yel- 
low. For this reason there are numerous opinions with 
regard to the precise definition of yarok in different areas 
of halakha. 
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BACKGROUND 


is in the Lower Galilee. Some say it is 
between 
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the Shagor stream, 


ajd al-Krum and Carmiel. This identification is 


based on the baraita cited later, which states: In order to 


examine blood that is like water that i 
one brings fertile earth from the Bei 
inundates the earth with enough wa 


nundates red earth, 
Kerem Valley and 
er until it pools on 


the surface; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Akiva 


says: One brings earth from the Yodfa 
says: From the Sikhnei Valley. Rabbi Sh 
even bring earth from 
places. These valleys mentioned in the 
Lower Galilee. 

This Beit Kerem Valley, like the surro 


known for its fertile soil. It is not the same as the Bei 


Valley. Rabbi Yosei 
imon says: One can 


he Genosar Valley or from similar 


baraita are all in the 


unding valleys, was 
Kerem 


mentioned in Middot 3:4, which is near Jerusalem and which 
was renowned for the quality of its stones. 


118 NIDDA ' PEREK II: 19A ` 


PATA pa 


DP WA NYPIN PIT a3 
DA opr saw PMA. D ayn 
NWT PT YY TN) 


Iv RPA Mey O13 x77 


"37 VOX API 73 NM D1 1AN 
TAN N78) 93" KT TAN MYWII 
Dy pa- "D7 07 pa wav? 137 

asap ot vine 


maa 9341 "9329 yaa pa” TYN NO 
KIDDI YAD NIB YH PA 
IL KDN A THAD yay — 9122 937 
-PRIT vite ya Jom tbs” KDA 

papa "pata n 


peng wa? OTs YA PA NIY 
NIT PADD JPD) - OS WAN 
Has mam ot yO pa - ony 

PNV 


And what is the color that is like water that inundates red earth that 
is impure? It is specifically earth from the Beit Kerem Valley’ and 
specifically when one inundates the earth with enough water until 
it pools on the surface. And what is the color that is like diluted 
wine that is impure? It is specifically when the dilution consists of 
two parts water and one part wine, and specifically when it is from 


the wine of the Sharon region in Eretz Yisrael. 
The fact that the mishna discusses the col- 


GEMA ors of ritually impure blood in a woman 


indicates that there is blood that is not impure. The Gemara asks: 
From where do we derive that there is pure blood in a woman? 
Perhaps any type of blood that emerges from a woman is impure? 


Rabbi Hama bar Yosef says that Rabbi Oshaya says: The verse 
states with regard to those who come before the court: “If there 
arise a matter too hard for you in judgment, between blood and 
blood, between plea and plea, and between leprous mark and lep- 
rous mark, even matters of controversy within your gates, then you 
shall arise, and get up unto the place that the Lord your God shall 
choose” (Deuteronomy 17:8). When the verse states: “Between 
blood and blood,” it means between pure blood and impure 
blood," which demonstrates that there must be types of pure blood 
that are emitted by a woman. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If that is so, then does the other 
expression in the verse: “Between leprous mark and leprous 
mark,” also mean: Between a pure leprous mark and an impure 
leprous mark? And if you would say that indeed, this is what it 
means, is there a type of pure leprous mark? And if you would say 
that there is in fact a pure leprous mark, according to the verse: 

“Then the priest shall look; and behold, if the leprosy has covered 
all his flesh, he shall pronounce pure the one that has the leprous 
mark; itis all turned white: He is pure” (Leviticus 13:13), that mark 
is not classified as a leprous mark; rather, it is called a paleness, as 
a leprous mark is by definition impure. 


Rather, the phrase “between leprous mark and leprous mark” must 
mean the following: Between the leprous marks that afflict man 
(see Leviticus 13:1-46) and the leprous marks of houses (see 
Leviticus 14:33-53) and the leprous marks of garments (see Leviti- 
cus 13:47-59), as different halakhot pertain to these categories of 
leprous marks, and yet they are all ritually impure. Therefore, here 
too, when the verse states: “Between blood and blood,” it means: 
Between the blood of a menstruating woman and the blood ofa 
discharge [ziva], and they are all ritually impure. If so, this verse 
cannot be cited as proof that there is a type of blood emitted by a 
woman that is pure. 


NOTES 


That there is pure blood in a woman - AWA 179 DT KD NT: 
The early commentaries disagree as to the reason all other 
types of blood, i.e., those not listed in the mishna, are pure. 
Some say that even those types of blood come from the uterus, 
but the Torah declared them pure (see Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:6-7). The Tur likewise writes: Not all blood 
from the source is impure, but only these five types (see Teru- 
mat HaDeshen). Others state that the difference between the 
types of blood listed in the mishna and all other types is that 
those other types do not come from the uterus (Smag; Sefer 
HaHinnukh; Tosefot Rid), but are caused by wounds (Abravanel's 
Commentary on the Torah). 


Between pure blood and impure blood - ot ind DT pa 
xay: The commentaries state that only the greatest of Sages 
are qualified to rule with regard to the differences between 
these types of blood. Similarly, the Jerusalem Talmud (2:7) cites 
Rav's statement that one may issue rulings with regard to the 
types of blood only if he is an expert in their appearances and 
in their names. Even in talmudic times there were Sages who 
would refrain from examining blood. Nowadays, when people 
have less understanding (Smak), the requisite expertise is lack- 
ing (Meiri; Tur), and people are unable to discern properly the 
differences between the types of blood (Sefer HaEshkol), one 
may not rely on his own judgment to distinguish between the 
impure and pure shades of red; all shades of red blood must 
be treated as impure. 
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The Gemara questions this interpretation: This verse serves as the 
source for the areas of halakha for which a rebellious elder is liable to 
receive the death penalty for publicly ruling in contradiction to a 
decision of the Sanhedrin, as it states: “And the man who does pre- 
sumptuously, in not listening to the priest that stands to minister there 
before the Lord your God, or to the judge, that man shall die; and you 
shall exterminate the evil from Israel” (Deuteronomy 17:12). With this 
in mind, the Gemara asks: What is this explanation? Granted, there, 
with regard to leprous marks, even ifall the leprous marks are impure, 
one can disagree with the Sanhedrin with regard to the leprous 
marks that afflict man, and therefore the rebellious elder could poten- 
tially disagree with the court with regard to the issue that is the 
subject of the dispute of Rabbi Yehoshua and the Rabbis. 


As we learned in a mishna (Nega’im 4:11): If the snow-white leprous 
mark [baheret], which is one sign of leprosy, preceded the white hair, 
which is another sign, he is ritually impure, as stated in the Torah 
(see Leviticus 13:3). And if the white hair preceded the baheret he is 
pure, as this is not considered a sign of impurity. If there is uncer- 
tainty as to which came first, he is impure. And Rabbi Yehoshua says: 
It is dull [keha].! And Rabba says, explaining the statement of Rabbi 
Yehoshua: In the case of uncertainty, the leprous mark is deemed as 
though it is of a dull shade, and therefore the person is ritually pure. 


Likewise, with regard to the leprous marks of houses one can 
find a case where the rebellious elder might dispute the ruling of the 
Sanhedrin, such as that dispute between Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, and the Rabbis. As we learned in a mishna (Nega’im 12:3): 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: A house is never deemed 
impure" with leprosy unless the leprous mark will be seen to be the 
size of two split beans,’ and it is found on two stones on two walls 
in a corner between two walls. The length of the mark is that of two 
split beans, and its width is that of one split bean. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 

Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon? The word “wall” is written in the verse, 
and the word “walls” is written in the same verse: “And he shall see 

the leprous mark...in the walls of the house with hollow streaks, 
greenish or reddish, and their appearance is lower than the wall” 
(Leviticus 14:37). Which is one wall that is like two walls? You must 

say: This is a corner between two walls. 


Similarly, with regard to the leprous marks on garments, it is pos- 
sible that the rebellious elder disputed the ruling of the Sanhedrin 
with regard to the issue that is the subject of the dispute between 
Rabbi Yonatan ben Avtolemos' and the Rabbis. As it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yonatan ben Avtolemos says: From where is it 
derived with regard to a case where there is a spread of leprosy in 
garments that culminates with the garment’s being completely cov- 
ered with leprous marks, that the garment is pure, just as the halakha 
is with regard to a leprous mark that fully covers a person? 


It is derived via a verbal analogy: A bareness within [karahat] anda 
bareness without [ gabbahat] are stated with regard to leprosy of 
garments: “And the priest shall look, after that the mark is washed; 
and, behold, if the mark has not changed its color, and the mark has 
not spread, it is impure; you shall burn it in the fire; it is a fret, whether 
the bareness be within or without” (Leviticus 13:55); and a bald head 
[karahat] and a bald forehead [ gabbahat] are stated with regard to 
leprosy of a person: “But if there is in the bald head, or the bald 
forehead, a reddish-white mark, it is leprosy breaking out in his bald 
head, or his bald forehead” (Leviticus 13:42). 


A house is never deemed impure, etc. — KAY maT pX diy) 
"131: For a house to have the potential to become impure with 
leprosy it must contain at least eight stones, two for each wall. 
The reason is that a house is rendered impure only if the leprous 


HALAKHA 
mark is the size of two split beans, on two stones, as indicated 
by the plural form in the verse: “The stones in which the leprous 
mark is” (Leviticus 14:40). If the leprous mark is smaller the house 
is not impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Izara‘at 14:7). 


LANGUAGE 

Dull [keha] — 773: Rashi cites a version that reads keha 
with the letter kuf instead of kaf. This term may indi- 
cate that Rabbi Yehoshua doubted the matter or was 
uncomfortable with it. Since the meaning of this term 
was unclear, it was necessary for Rabba to explain that 
Rabbi Yehoshua's ruling was that the leprous mark is 
pure. 


Avtolemos — pindivax: Some say that this name is 
from the Greek edtoApog, eutolmos, meaning brave or 
a mighty warrior. 


BACKGROUND 

Split bean [geris] — Da: A geris is a broken grain or 
bean. When a bean or a grain is broken in half, its inner 
surface is flat and convenient for use in measuring. The 
Sages defined the bean mentioned here with regard 
to the leprous mark as the split bean (Kelim 17:12), now 
known as the broad bean or fava bean. The area of this 
bean, which is considered particularly great, is equal 
to a square made up of nine lentils, i.e., three lentils by 
three lentils, which is the same as six barley grains by 
six barley grains (Nega‘im 6:1). In the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Ma asrot 5:3), Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel is cited as 
saying that this bean was square shaped. 
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Blackens only when it is removed from the body — 
PA IT Ip: When blood is inside the body it does 
not receive enough oxygen to oxidize its hemoglobin. 
Once the blood flows from the body, the oxygen in the 
air oxidizes the iron in the hemoglobin, causing the 
blood to blacken. 
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Just as there, with regard to a person, if the leprosy spread to his 
entire body he is pure, as the verse states: “Then the priest shall 
look; and behold, if the leprosy has covered all his flesh, he shall 
pronounce pure the one who has the leprous mark; it is all turned 
white: He is pure” (Leviticus 13:13), so too here, with regard to 
garments, if the leprosy spread to the entire garment" it is pure. 


The Gemara concludes: But here, concerning the phrase “between 
blood and blood,” if there is no type of pure blood at all, with 
regard to what issue could the rebellious elder disagree with the 
Sanhedrin? It must be that this verse is alluding to the fact that there 
is a type of blood of a woman that is pure. 


§ Once it has been established that there are types of blood that are 
pure and other types that are impure, the Gemara asks: And from 
where is it derived that those types of blood that are not listed in 
the mishna are pure, and these ones that are mentioned in the 
mishna are impure? Rabbi Abbahu said that the verse states: “And 
the sun shone upon the water, and the Moabites saw the water 
some way off as red as blood” (11 Kings 3:22), which indicates that 
blood is red. The Gemara asks: Is this to say that blood is red? If 
so, one can say that only blood that is red like the blood of a wound 
is ritually impure, and no more colors of blood are impure. 


Rabbi Abbahu said in response: The verse states, with regard to a 
menstruating woman: “And she shall be purified from the source of 
her blood [dameha]” (Leviticus 12:7). The plural form of the word 
blood, dameha, indicates at least two types of blood. And another 
verse states: “And ifa man shall lie with a woman having her sickness, 
and shall uncover her nakedness, he has made naked her source, and 
she has uncovered the source ofher blood [dameha]; both of them 
shall be cut off from among their people” (Leviticus 20:18). The use 
of the plural form of blood once again indicates another two types, 
which means that there are four types of blood stated here. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in the mishna that there are 

five types of impure blood in a woman, whereas the verses indicate 

that there are only four? Rabbi Hanina says: The black blood men- 
tioned in the mishna is actually red, but its color has faded, which 

is why it looks black. Therefore, although the mishna lists five kinds 

of blood, there are only four basic types. 


This opinion, that black blood is actually red blood, is also taught 

in a baraita: The black color of blood that is impure is blood as 

black as heret. If the black is deeper than that, the blood is ritually 

impure; if the black is lighter than that, even if it is still as dark 
as blue, the blood is ritually pure. And this black blood does 

not blacken from its outset, when it is inside the body; rather, it 

blackens only when it is removed from the body.® This is compa- 
rable to the blood ofa wound, which is initially red, but when it is 

removed from the body it blackens. 


§ The mishna states that Beit Shammai say: Even blood like the 
water in which a fenugreek plant is soaked, and like the liquid that 
drips from roast meat, are ritually impure. The Gemara asks: But do 
Beit Shammai not accept the exposition of Rabbi Abbahu that the 
two mentions of the plural form of blood: “Dameha” (Leviticus 
12:7), and “Dameha” (Leviticus 20:18), indicate that there are four 
types of blood here? 


If the leprosy spread to the entire garment — ira ms: Ifa 
garment was quarantined by a priest due to a possible leprous 
mark, and the mark spread throughout the entire garment, which 
turned greenish or reddish, the garment is pure. If it spread 


HALAKHA 
throughout the entire garment after he washed the garment, 
the garment must be burned. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan ben Avtolemos (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 12:8). 
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The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that Beit Shammai do not 
accept this opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, and they maintain that there 
are more than four types of blood in a woman. And if you wish, 
say instead that Beit Shammai do accept Rabbi Abbahu’s exposi- 
tion, and the apparent contradiction can be resolved as follows: 
Didn't Rabbi Hanina say with regard to the black blood men- 
tioned in the mishna that it is not an additional type, as it is actually 
red but its color has faded? So too, with regard to the colors of 
blood mentioned by Beit Shammai, that of water in which a fenu- 
greek plant is soaked, and that of the liquid that drips from roast 
meat, one can say that these are not additional types of blood. 
Rather, they too were initially red but their color faded. 


§ The mishna states: And Beit Hillel deem blood of those colors, 
i.e. the color of water in which a fenugreek plant is soaked or of the 
liquid that drips from roast meat, ritually pure. The Gemara asks: 
Isn’t this opinion of Beit Hillel identical to the opinion of the first 
tanna? 


The Gemara explains: There is a practical difference between them 


with regard to whether to leave in abeyance, i.e., to treat as uncer- 
tain, blood the color of water in which a fenugreek plant is soaked, 
or the color of the liquid that drips from roast meat. According to 
the first tanna of the mishna there are five types of blood that are 
definitely impure, whereas other types, such as those mentioned 
by Beit Shammai, are deemed impure due to uncertainty. By con- 
trast, Beit Hillel maintain that blood of these colors is entirely pure. 


§ The mishna states: Blood that is green, Akavya ben Mahalalel 
deems it impure." The Gemara asks: But does Akavya ben Maha- 
lalel not accept the exposition of Rabbi Abbahu that the two 
verses: “Dameha” (Leviticus 12:7), and: “Dameha” (Leviticus 
20:18), indicate that there are four types of blood here? 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that Akavya ben Mahalalel 
does not accept this opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, as he maintains 
that there are more than four types of blood in a woman. And if 
you wish, say instead that Akavya ben Mahalalel accepts Rabbi 
Abbahu’s exposition, and the apparent contradiction can be 
resolved as follows: Didn’t Rabbi Hanina say, with regard to the 
black blood mentioned in the mishna, that it is actually red but its 
color has faded? Here too, with regard to the green mentioned by 
Akavya ben Mahalalel, one can say that it was initially red but its 
color faded" and turned green. 


§ The mishna states with regard to blood that is green: And the 
Rabbis deem it pure. The Gemara asks: Isn’t this opinion of the 
Rabbis identical to the opinion of the first tanna? The Gemara 
answers: There is a practical difference between them with regard 
to whether to leave in abeyance blood that is green. According to 
the first tanna of the mishna there are five types of blood that are 
definitely impure, whereas other types, such as green, are impure 
due to uncertainty. By contrast, the Rabbis maintain that green 
blood is entirely pure. 


§ The mishna states that Rabbi Meir said: Even if the green blood 
does not transmit impurity due to the halakhot of a blood stain 
or the blood of a menstruating woman, it is blood in that it renders 
food susceptible to ritual impurity due to its status as one of the 
seven liquids that render food susceptible. 


NOTES 


Blood that is green Akavya ben Mahalalel deems 
it impure - wav bgo ya Kapy pina: Some early 


commen 


as proof that the green discussed here is similar in color to 


the etrog 


the color of a leek. Their reasoning is that it is unlikely tha 
Akavya ben Mahalalel would deem impure even blood o 


a shade o 


Here too 


to this answer, Rabbi Hanina’s statement that the color o 


deteriora 
from red 
between 


aries cite the opinion of Akavya ben Mahalale 


fruit, i.e., yellow with a reddish tinge, rather than 


green that has no reddish tinge at all (Josafot). 


it faded — pb K7 xpbn a X37: According 


ed blood can change applies also to a change 
to green. Some commentaries differentiate 
various shades of red in this regard, claiming 


that when there is a deterioration of blood that was like 
the bright color of the crocus flower, it will turn green 
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 
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Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Meir accepted the opinion of Akavya 
ben Mahalalel and deemed green blood impure as blood of a 
menstruating woman. And as for his statement in the mishna, this 
is what Rabbi Meir was saying to the Rabbis: Granted that in a 
case where a woman finds a green stain on an article of clothing 
you do not deem her ritually impure, as its greenness is an indica- 
tion that it did not come from her body. But in a case where she 
actually sees green blood come from her body, she shall be 
impure. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with this interpretation: If so, why 
did Rabbi Meir say: Even if it does not transmit impurity due 
to the halakhot of a blood stain, it renders food susceptible to 
ritual impurity due to its status as a liquid? According to the above 
explanation, he should have said: If the woman saw the emission 
of this blood, she is impure as a menstruating woman. 


Rather, this is what Rabbi Meir was saying to the Rabbis: Granted 
that in a case where the woman sees green blood from the outset 
you do not deem her ritually impure, but in a case where she sees 
red blood and then sees green blood, she shall be impure. This is 
just as it is with regard to the halakha of the fluids of a man who 
experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav] anda woman who 
experiences a discharge of uterine blood after her menstrual 
period [zava]. All fluids emitted by a zav or zava, suchas saliva and 
urine, are impure. Likewise, green blood that is emitted by this 
woman who has already emitted red blood should be impure. 


The Gemara asks: And how would the Rabbis respond to this? The 
Gemara answers: They maintain that the impure fluids of a men- 
struating woman are only those that are similar to saliva: Just as 
when saliva leaves one’s mouth it is first gathered together and then 
expelled" from the body, so too, all impure fluids are those that are 
gathered together and then expelled. This definition serves to 
exclude this green blood, which is not gathered together and 
expelled. The Gemara asks: If so, the Rabbis spoke well to Rabbi 
Meir, i.e., their answer is convincing. Why does Rabbi Meir deem 
green blood impure? 


Rather, this is what Rabbi Meir was saying to the Rabbis: Let green 
blood be at least like one of the seven liquids that render seeds 
upon which they fall susceptible to ritual impurity. Why is green 
blood deemed pure even with regard to this matter? And the Rab- 
bis disagree because they require that every type of blood that 
renders food susceptible to ritual impurity be like that mentioned 
in the verse: “And drink the blood of the slain” (Numbers 23:24), 
i.e., the blood that flows at the time of death; and green blood is 
not the type that flows at the time of death. Therefore, it does not 
render food susceptible to ritual impurity. The Gemara again asks: 
If so, the Rabbis spoke well to Rabbi Meir. Why does he disagree 
with them? 


Rather, this is what Rabbi Meir was saying to the Rabbis: Learn 
this halakha that green blood renders food susceptible to ritual 
impurity from the following verbal analogy: It is written here, in 
a description of the beloved woman that alludes to her menstrual 
blood: “Your shoots [shelahayikh] are an orchard of pomegran- 
ates” (Song of Songs 4:13), and it is written there: “Who gives rain 
upon the earth, and sends [veshole‘ah] waters upon the fields” 
(Job 5:10). This verbal analogy indicates that menstrual blood is 
similar to water in that both render food susceptible to ritual 


impurity. 


HALAKHA 


Just as saliva is first gathered together and then expelled, as saliva is gathered together before it is expelled, whereas this 
etc.-191 xvi) apna piama: Ifa woman saw green blood, itis green blood flows from her body (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
pure. It is not considered like her saliva or her other impure fluids, Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:8). 
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And the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Meir, as they do not have a tradi- 
tion that this is an accepted verbal analogy, and there is a principle 
that although a person may derive an a fortiori inference on his own, 
i.e., even though he was not taught that particular logical argument 
by his teachers, a person may not derive a verbal analogy on his 
own," but only if he received it by tradition. 


§ The mishna states that Rabbi Yosei says: Neither in this sense, 
as the blood of a menstruating woman according to Akavya ben 
Mahalalel, nor in that sense, as a liquid that renders food susceptible 
according to Rabbi Meir, is green blood considered blood. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: Isn’t this the same as the opinion of the 
first tanna? The Gemara answers that this is what the mishna is 
teaching us: Who is the first tanna? Rabbi Yosei. And the reason 
Rabbi Yosei’s name is mentioned is due to the principle that anyone 
who reports a statement in the name of the one who said it brings 
redemption to the world. 


§ The mishna states: What is the red color of blood that is impure? 
It is as red as the blood that flows from a wound." The Gemara asks: 
What is the meaning of the phrase: As the blood that flows from a 
wound? Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: Like the blood of a 
slaughtered ox. 


The Gemara inquires: But if so, let the tanna of the mishna say explic- 
itly that it is as red as the blood of slaughter. The Gemara explains: 
If the tanna had said that it is as red as the blood of slaughter, I 
would say that it means as red as the blood that flows throughout 
the entire slaughter, and it would apply to the shades of all blood 
emitted during the process. Therefore, the tanna teaches us that it is 
as red as the blood that flows from a wound, i.e., as the blood that 
flows at the beginning of the slitting with the slaughtering knife. 


The Gemara cites other definitions of the color described in the 
mishna as: Red as the blood that flows from a wound. Ulla says: It 
is red like the blood that flows from a living bird that was wounded. 
A dilemma was raised before the Sages: When Ulla specified that 
the bird is living, did he mean that it was not dead, to exclude the 
blood of a slaughtered bird? Or perhaps he meant that the bird was 
healthy, to exclude the blood of a weak bird. No answer was found, 
and therefore the Gemara concludes that the dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


The Gemara cites another definition: Ze’eiri says that Rabbi Hanina 
says: It is red like the blood that comes from a squashed head louse. 
The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna that discusses a stain 
found on a woman’s garment (58b): If a woman killed a louse" 
and subsequently found a blood stain on her garment or body, this 
woman may attribute the stain to that louse, and she remains pure. 
The Gemara explains the objection: What, is it not correct to say that 
this is referring to a louse from all parts of her body, not just the head, 
as claimed by Rabbi Hanina? If so, the color of impure blood is like 
the color of the blood of a louse from anywhere on the body. The 
Gemara answers: No; this halakha is referring specifically to a louse 
that was on her head. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

If a woman killed a louse - nbiswn mann: If a woman 
killed an insect and subsequently found a blood stain 
on her clothing or body, she may attribute a stain up 
to the size of a lupine to that creature. The halakha is in 
accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
190:7, and see 190:26). 


A person may not derive a verbal analogy on his own - jx 
Sayyid MW TN [71 OI: The verbal analogy is one of the herme- 
neutical principles of the Torah and is included in all the lists 
of these principles, e.g., the seven principles of Hillel the Elder, 
the thirteen principles of Rabbi Yishmael, and the thirty-two 
principles of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. A verbal 
analogy may be drawn only if a Sage received it as a tradition 
from his teachers that was passed down from one generation to 
another as a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rashi; see 
Rashi on Sukka 11b). 


As the blood that flows from a wound - 73/377 013: The early 
commentaries explain that these amora’im who offer various 
descriptions of this blood are not in dispute. Rather, each was 
familiar with a particular appearance of blood, all of which are 
included in the category of blood that is red as the blood that 
flows from a wound (Ramban; Rashba; Ritva). The Rambam cites 
one definition alone, that of Rav Nahman (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 5:8, 11). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Ami of Vardina — 7g» "2%: Ami of Vardina, from the 
third generation of amora’im in Eretz Yisrael, is mentioned 
in several places in the Talmud. He taught in the house- 
hold of the Nasi. According to Rashi, he is also known 
as Ami the Handsome [Shefir Naeh], which is possibly a 
translation of Vardina or an analogous name. Others say 
that the name alludes to the idea that he was as beautiful 
as a rose [vered]. 


HALAKHA 

She may attribute a blood stain she finds on her gar- 
ment to her son or to her husband — awan maa nhin: 
If a woman's son or husband had been in contact with 
blood stains or had suffered an injury, she may attribute 
a blood stain on her clothing to them. But if there were 
no stains on their persons, she may not attribute her stain 
to them, unless their activity was such that the blood 
would have sprayed, e.g., the act of slaughter (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:19). 


Perek II 
Daf20 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 


Eye salve [kilor] - vip: From the Greek xoMúpiov, kol- 
lurion, meaning a salve for the eyes. 
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The Gemara cites yet another definition of the color described in 
the mishna as: Red as the blood that flows from a wound. The 
Sage Ami of Vardina’ says that Rabbi Abbahu says: It is red as the 
blood that flows from the smallest finger of the hand, which was 
wounded and later healed and was subsequently wounded again. 
And this is not referring to the finger of any person, but specifically 
to the finger of a young man who has not yet married a woman. 
And furthermore, this does not mean any young man; rather, until 
what age must he be? Until twenty years old. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the aforementioned mishna 
(58b): If the woman’s husband or son suffered an injury, she may 
attribute a blood stain she finds on her garment to her son or to 
her husband," and she remains pure. The Gemara analyzes this 
halakha: Granted, with regard to the ruling that she may attribute 
it to her son, you can find a case where this meets all the require- 
ments specified by Rabbi Abbahu, i.e., he could be younger than 
twenty and unmarried. But with regard to the ruling that she may 
attribute it to her husband, how can you find a case where her 
husband is unmarried? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: It is possible in a case where this 
woman entered the marriage canopy but has not yet engaged 
in intercourse with her husband. In such a situation, although he 
is her husband he is physically akin to an unmarried young man. 
Therefore, she can attribute the blood stain to his wound. 


Rav Nahman says: This red is like the blood spilled in the process 
of bloodletting. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: 
An incident occurred involving a blood stain found on a woman’s 
garment, and Rabbi Meir attributed 


it to an eye salve [bekilor],' which the woman had previously 
handled. And likewise, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi attributed a stain to 
the sap of a sycamore’ tree the woman had touched. The Gemara 
explains the objection: What, is it not the case that Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi attributed red bloodstains to these causes 
because they are red, albeit not as red as blood? Evidently, the color 
of impure blood can be similar to such shades of red as well, which 
means that all these distinctions mentioned by the amora’im above 
are irrelevant. 


The Gemara answers: No; Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
attributed stains to an eye salve and the sap of a sycamore tree 
because those stains were like the other types of blood mentioned 
in the mishna. 


Sycamore - map: The sycamore, Ficus sycomorus L, is a tall, 
wide tree similar to a fig tree. Although it is possible to eat the 
fruits of a sycamore tree, it is usually grown for its wood, as the 
trunk is wide, large, and relatively light. Typically, a sycamore is 


BACKGROUND 


left to grow until it reaches a significant size, at which point it 
is chopped down. The remaining part of the tree grows again, 
and it is chopped down every few years. Sycamore trees thrive in 
heat and grow primarily in plains, not in mountainous regions. 
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Like black ink — i13: The commentaries are puzzled by this 
statement of Rav Yehuda citing Shmuel, as a baraita quoted 
earlier says the black mentioned in the mishna is like ink, whereas 


The Gemara relates that Ameimar and Mar Zutra and Rav Ashi 
were sitting before a bloodletter,’ to receive treatment. The blood- 
letter removed blood in a bloodletter’s horn? from Ameimar for 
his first treatment. Ameimar saw the blood and said to his col- 
leagues: The red color that we learned about in the mishna is like 
this blood in the horn. The bloodletter again removed blood from 
Ameimar, this time using another horn. Upon seeing the blood 
in this horn, Ameimar said to them: The color of this blood has 
changed compared to the blood in the first horn. Rav Ashi, who 
saw both types of blood, said: Any Sage such as myself, as I do 
not know how to distinguish between this blood and that blood, 
should not see, i.e., examine, different types of blood to issue a 
ruling as to whether they are pure or impure. 


§ The mishna teaches: What is the black color that is impure? It is 
blood as black as heret. Rabba bar Rav Huna says: This heret of 
which the Sages spoke is ink.** The Gemara notes that this opinion 
is also taught in a baraita: This black color is like heret, and the 
black of which the Sages spoke is ink. The Gemara asks: But if so, 
why does the tanna of this baraita mention both terms? Let him say 
simply: Ink. The Gemara explains: If the tanna had said only: Ink, 
I would say that he means that it is like the clear part of the ink, i.e., 
the upper portion of ink in an inkwell, which is very bright. There- 
fore, the tanna of the baraita teaches us that it is like the blackness 
[haruta] of the ink, the lower part of the inkwell, which is darker. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: To which type of heret 
were the Sages referring? Were they referring to moist or dry heret? 
Come and hear a resolution from a practical ruling, as when black 
blood was brought before Rabbi Ami he would break up pieces of 
dried ink and examine blood with it. 


§ The mishna states that if the blackness of the blood is deeper than 
ink, it is impure, whereas if it is lighter it is pure. In this regard, Rav 
Yehuda says that Shmuel says: If a woman saw blood whose color 
was like black wax [kekir]‘ or like black ink" or like a black grape, 
she is ritually impure. And this is the meaning of that which we 
learned in the mishna: If the black is deeper than that, it is ritually 
impure. Rabbi Elazar says: Ifa woman saw blood whose color was 
like a black olive, or like black tar," or like a black raven,® this 
blood is pure. And this is the meaning of that which we learned in 
the mishna: If the black is lighter than that, it is ritually pure. 


NOTES 


that there is a difference between fresh ink, which is what the 
black referred to in the mishna is like, and old ink, which is very 
black (Rashba). 


here Rav Yehuda says that ink is blacker than that. They explain 


This heret of which the Sages spoke is ink — it Wax TIN: 
The black color of blood that the Sages said is impure in the case 
of a woman is like dried ink, as stated by Rabba bar Rav Huna 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:8). 


HALAKHA 
Like a black olive or like black tar, etc. — ^3) n93 n»: If the 
blood was blacker than dried ink it is impure. If it was less black 
than that, e.g., it was like a black olive, or tar, or a raven, it is pure. 
An analogous halakha applies to the other colors of impure blood 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:9). 


BACKGROUND 


Bloodletter — yax: This was a quasi-medical profes- 
sion. Typically a bloodletter performed only the letting 
of blood, which was considered for many generations 
a healing treatment for various ailments and a method 
of ensuring general health. On occasion, a bloodletter 
would also perform simple surgeries such as circumcision 
(see, e.g., Shabbat 133b). 


Bloodletting scene depicted on a Greek earthenware vessel 


Horn — sa: According to Rashi, blood was drawn 
from incisions in the flesh, into a ram’s or cow’s horn, 
by creating a vacuum through heating, or by sucking. It 
is also possible that these horns were used for storing 
the blood. 


Ink - #1: In the talmudic period, ink was primarily a com- 
bination of soot and oil, and various substances were 
added to it before it was mixed with water. Although 
it came in different colors, ink was generally black. On 
most parchment, this ink was erasable and could be 
blotted out with water. Certain substances, e.g., copper 
sulfate, were occasionally used to render the ink more 
permanent. 


Tar — not: In ancient times tar was prepared by slowly 
burning wood, which would transform into charcoal 
while releasing various fluids, from which tar and pitch 
would be made. Tar is the thicker of the two, and its foul 
odor is due to additional materials found in the fluid. Tar 
was sometimes made from naturally occurring asphalt. 


Raven [orev] - ati: The word orev is an umbrella term 
for a group of birds characterized by their large bodies 
and powerful cries. This group includes the black orev, or 
raven, all of whose feathers are black. Due to its color, the 
raven is used in the imagery of items that are thick black, 
as in the verse: “His locks are curled, and black as a raven” 
(Song of Songs 5:11). 


Black raven 


LANGUAGE 


Wax [kir] - 7: From the Greek xnpóç, kéros, or the Latin 
cera, meaning wax. 
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LANGUAGE 
Arab [tayya‘a] — xy»: This word is similar to the 
name of the Arab nomadic tribe lb, tã. Apparently, 
the members of this tribe were so common in the area 
close to Babylonia at that time that any unidentified 
Arab was referred to as tayya‘a. 


Bath attendants [olyarin] - py dix: The origin of 
this word and its meaning are unclear. Its root might 
be from the Latin olearius, which relates to oil. Since 
the garments of bath attendants were imported from 
overseas and were not familiar to all, there were dis- 
putes with regard to their color. Some commentaries 
state that the term is from the Greek dAepév, oleron, 
meaning unclean or faded. 


NOTES 


Not...in black cloths nor in white cloths - o> xb 
mb D>pa x) minw: Although certain Sages, such 
as Rabbi Yannai here, commanded their descendants 
not to bury them in white, other Sages, e.g., Rabbi 
Yoshiya, expressed a desire to be buried specifically 
in white. This is the practice nowadays as well, and it 
is the proper custom (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Evel 41; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 352:2). 


Lest | be acquitted. ..lest | not be acquitted - xaw 
mDIX x Naw... DIK: Rashi explains that this refers to 
thej judgment with regard to receiving a portion in the 
World-to-Come. The grooms are the righteous, while 
the mourners are the wicked in Gehenna. 


With regard to all of these, if it is deeper than that 
in the mishna it is ritually impure; if it is lighter. . .it 
is ritually pure — Whv...77°9 Nav j2n piny thr: The 
early commentaries explain that although the color 
that is lighter than red is deeper than the bright color 
of the crocus flower, and the color that is lighter than 
the bright color of the crocus flower is deeper than 
the color of water that inundates red earth, all these 
intermediate shades are ritually pure. The reason is that 
it is derived from the verses that there are four types 
of blood, and the Sages have a tradition that women 
see only these four types during menstruation, and not 
in-between shades (Tosefot HaRosh). 
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Ulla says: When the mishna states that black blood is impure, it 
means like the garments of the inhabitants of Siva’a, which were 
extremely black. The Gemara relates that when Ulla happened 
to go to Pumbedita, he saw a certain Arab [tayya‘a]‘ who was 
dressed in a black garment. Ulla said to the Sages of Pumbedita: 
The black color that we learned about in the mishna is like this 
color. Since people wanted a sample of the shade of blood men- 
tioned in the mishna, they tore the Arab’s garment from him bit 
by bit, and in recompense they gave him four hundred dinars. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: The black blood that the mishna says is 
impure is like these cloths of the bath attendants [haolyarin]' 
who come from overseas. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that 
these are black cloths? But didn’t Rabbi Yannai say to his sons: 
My sons, do not bury me in black cloths nor in white cloths.’ 
Not in black, lest I be acquitted in judgment and I will be among 
the righteous like a mourner among the grooms. And not in 
white, lest I not be acquitted“ in judgment and I will be among 
the wicked like a groom among the mourners. Rather, bury me 
in the cloths of the bath attendants who come from overseas, 
which are neither black nor white. Apparently, these cloths of the 
bath attendants are not black. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as a distinction can be 
made. When Rabbi Yannai indicates that they are not black, that 
is referring to a regular garment, whereas with regard to the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yohanan that indicates that they are black, that is 
referring to a cloth placed on an item such as a table or a bed. 


§ With regard to the examination of the five types of blood men- 
tioned in the mishna, Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: And 
with regard to all of them, in their various shades, one examines 
them only when they are placed on a white linen cloth," as only 
in this fashion can one properly discern the precise color of the 
blood. Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi says: And in the case of black 
blood, one must place it on a red linen cloth. 


Rav Yirmeya of Difti says: And Shmuel and Rav Yitzhak bar 
Avudimi do not disagree, as this statement of Rav Yitzhak bar 
Avudimi is referring specifically to black blood, whereas that ruling 
of Shmuel that one must use a white cloth is referring to the other 
four types of blood listed in the mishna. Rav Ashi objects to this 
interpretation: If so, let Shmuel say: With regard to all of them 
except for black, one examines them only when they are placed 
on a white linen cloth. Rather, Rav Ashi says: Shmuel and Rav 
Yitzhak bar Avudimi disagree with regard to black blood itself, 
whether it should be examined against the background of a white 
ora red cloth. 


Ulla says: With regard to all of these five types of blood enumer- 
ated in the mishna, if the color is deeper than that which is 
described in the mishna the blood is ritually impure; if it is lighter 
than it, the blood is ritually pure," as explicitly stated in the 
mishna with regard to black. 


HALAKHA 


One examines them only when they are placed on a white 
linen cloth - maa myyn 723 by xbx ppa px: One must place 
the blood on a white linen cloth in order to examine it, as stated 
by Rav Yehuda, citing Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 


Issurei Bia 5:12). 


If the color is deeper than that which is described in the mishna 


if a woman saw blood that was the same or deeper than the shade 
mentioned in the mishna, the blood is impure. If it was lighter than 
that, itis pure. How so? If the blood was blacker than dried ink, it is 
impure. If it was less black than that, e.g. like a black olive, or tar, or 
a raven, itis pure. An analogous halakha applies to the other colors 
of impure blood, in accordance with the opinion of bar Kappara 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:9). 


itis ritually impure; if it is lighter than it, it is ritually pure - piny 
Mb 22 77 Kav 12: With regard to the colors of impure blood, 
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The Gemara asks: But if so, what is different about black, that the 
mishna mentions this halakha only with regard to that color? The 
Gemara answers: The reason is that it might enter your mind to say 
that since Rabbi Hanina says: The black blood mentioned in the 
mishna is actually red but its color has faded, therefore, even if 
it is lighter than that which is described in the mishna, it should 
also be impure. Consequently, the mishna teaches us that even 
with regard to black blood, if the color is lighter than the shade 


mentioned in the mishna, it is pure. 


Rabbi Ami bar Abba says: And with regard to all of these five types 

of blood, if the color is deeper than that which is described in the 

mishna, the blood is ritually impure; ifit is lighter than that which 

is described in the mishna, it is also ritually impure, except for 

black, which is pure if it is lighter. The Gemara asks: But if these 

types of blood, except for black, are impure whether they are deeper 
or lighter than the specific shade described in the mishna, what 

purpose do the measures specified by the Sages in the mishna 

serve? The Gemara answers that these descriptions are to the exclu- 
sion of a color that is lighter than lighter, i.e., the color is so faint 

that it does not qualify as impure blood. 


And there are those who say a different version of the above state- 
ment. Rami bar Abba says: And with regard to all of these five 
types of blood, if the color is deeper than that which is described 
in the mishna, it is ritually pure; if it is lighter than that, it is also 
ritually pure, except for black, which is impure if it is deeper. And 
for this reason the measures, i.e., descriptions, of the Sages are 
effective, as any discrepancy from these descriptions means that 
the blood is pure. 


Bar Kappara says: And with regard to all of them, if the color is 
deeper than that, the blood is impure; if it is lighter than that, it 
is pure, except for blood the color of diluted wine," with regard to 
which if the color is deeper than that, the blood is pure, and if it 
is lighter than that, it is also pure. The Gemara relates that in an 
effort to test bar Kappara, the Sages brought before him blood that 
had the appearance of diluted wine and they lightened it, and bar 
Kappara deemed it pure. On another occasion they deepened the 
color of blood that looked like diluted wine, and again bar Kappara 
deemed it pure. Rabbi Hanina says in astonishment: How great 
is this man whose heart, which is so sensitive it can distinguish 
between such similar shades of blood, is in accordance with his 
ruling of halakha. 


§ The mishna teaches, with regard to the colors of impure blood: 
And what is the color that is like the bright color of the crocus 
flower that is impure? It is like the brightest part of the flower, which 
is used to produce the orange-colored spice saffron. The Sages 
taught: This is referring to the appearance of moist saffron that is 
still fresh and not to its dry counterpart. 


With regard to this color, it is taught in one baraita that it is like the 
lower part of the crocus flower, not like its upper part; and it is 
taught in another baraita that it is like the upper part of the flower 
and not like its lower part; and it is taught in another baraita that 
it is like its upper part, and all the more so blood whose color is 
like its lower part is impure; and it is taught in yet another baraita 
that it is like its lower part, and all the more so blood whose color 
is like its upper part is impure. 


HALAKHA 


Except for diluted wine — an yan: How does one examine blood 
that is similar in appearance to diluted wine? One mixes one part 
fresh undiluted wine from the Sharon region in Eretz Yisrael with 


two parts water. If the blood was deeper or lighter than this mixture, 
itis pure, as stated by bar Kappara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 5:10). 
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BACKGROUND ——— 
Yodfat Valley — ngt? nypa: Like the other valleys men- 
tioned here, the Valley of Yodfat, or Yotvat, is located in the 
Lower Galilee. As for its precise location, some say that it 
is in the upper wadis of the Yodfat River. Others maintain 
that the reference is to the delta of the Yodfat River, which 
is near Khirbet Qana. Yet others identify the Valley of Yodfat 
with Beit Netofa Valley. 


Yodfat Valley 


Beit Netofa Valley 


Sikhnei Valley — 239 nypa: The Sikhnei Valley is some- 
where near Sakhnin, with the Shagor mountain range to 
he north and the Yodfat range to the south. 


Genosar Valley — 16133 nypa: This valley has been identi- 
fied as the delta of the Tzalmon River, in the Lower Galilee. 
Like the other valleys listed here, it is named after a nearby 
settlement, in this case Genosar, which is probably the site 
occupied later by the Arab village Ghuwayr Abu Shusha. 


Locations of Yodfat, Sikhnei, and Genosar 


128 NIDDA: PEREK II: 20A-.3 yap 


TO! MOYEN YT NN vas TAN 
mg 


Py NOW MWD NTT DIP? 
qr 


amb vars ATIK 1277 apo any 92 
AP! MwA 


DD BAT UD ITY DNS” 
nypan maw TT WIR- TIT 
SAT DI Wy pyar op ma 
NYPIN WI KPPY 31 VND 
SD AYPAN WIN DP D1 .NDTY 
spin NYAN AN DIK yw aN 

ELSEN 


WIN — ATN IYAN TPN KAN 
PIND PA nypsaa TIID AIK 
IPP pe ows naypi pyy 
peaa ape pret owe - oa? 
pray sby phbs pix pptia 
-Biy KWA aiy Nin - bby 

Jaan tapy Ps 


Abaye says that these baraitot do not contradict one another, as the 
crocus has three layers of the brightly colored parts of the crocus 
flower harvested for saffron, one above the other, and in each layer 
there are three leaves," i.e., styles or stigmata. 


In order to examine blood whose color is similar to saffron, you 
should grasp the middle leaf of the middle layer in your hand and 
compare it to the blood. If they are similar, the blood is impure. 
Consequently, the four baraitot do not contradict one another: The 
first two baraitot are referring to the layer of leaves that must be 
examined. The first baraita says that it is the lower one, as the middle 
layer is lower than the upper one, while the second baraita states 
the reverse because the middle layer is higher than the lower one. 
Meanwhile, the last two baraitot are dealing with the leaves within 
the middle layer. The baraita that states: Like its lower part, and all 
the more so like its upper part, means: Like the lowest of the three 
leaves and all the more so like the middle leaf, which is above that 
leaf, while the other baraita states a similar idea with regard to 
the upper and middle leaves. In any event, all four baraitot are refer- 
ring to the part of the crocus flower that is called by the mishna its 
brightest part. 


The Gemara relates: When people would come before Rabbi 
Abbahu for him to examine blood whose color was similar to saffron, 
he would say to them: We learned that the mishna is referring 
specifically to crocus flowers that are still in their clamps of earth 
in which they grew, as once they are detached from that earth their 
color changes. 


§ The mishna states: And what is the color that is like water that 
inundates red earth that is impure? In this regard the Sages taught 
in a baraita: In order to examine blood that is like water that inun- 
dates red earth, one brings fertile earth from the Beit Kerem 
Valley and one inundates the earth with enough water until it pools 
on the surface; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Akiva 
says: One brings earth from the Yodfat Valley.’ Rabbi Yosei says: 
From the Sikhnei Valley.” Rabbi Shimon says: One can even 
bring earth from the Genosar Valley’ or from similar places. 


It is taught in another baraita: And to test whether blood is like 
water that inundates red earth, one brings fertile earth from the 
Beit Kerem Valley and one inundates the earth with an amount of 
water that rises above the earth by the thickness of the husk of 
garlic. And there is no required measure for the water, because 
there is no required measure for the earth with which the examina- 
tion must be performed; it is sufficient to use a small amount of 
earth with a small amount of water. And one does not examine it 
when the water is clear, as it does not have the color of the earth, 
but rather when it is muddy from the earth. And if the water 
became clear because the earth settled, one must muddy it again. 
And when one muddies it he does not muddy it by hand but 
rather with a vessel. 


| HALAKHA 


Three layers and... three leaves, etc. -3113W eNom yt KIYA: 
How does one examine blood that is similar in appearance to 
the bright color of the crocus flower? One brings a moist crocus 
flower still attached to its clump of earth, and takes the brightest 
part of the plant. This is the middle leaf of the middle layer, as 
there are three layers, each of which contains three leaves. One 
places the blood next to that leaf and compares their appear- 
ances. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of bar 
Kappara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:8). 


From the Sikhnei Valley — 239 nypa: How does one examine 
blood that is similar in appearance to water that inundates red 
earth? One brings earth from the Sikhnei Valley, or from a loca- 
tion where the earth is similarly red, and one places water in a 
vessel until it covers the earth by the thickness of a garlic husk. 
There is no requisite amount for the water or the earth. Then, 
one muddies the water in the vessel for the examination. This 
examination is effective only in the location the earth was taken, 
and right after it was taken. If the water cleared, one must muddy 
it again. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:8). 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Does the statement that 
one does not muddy it by hand but rather with a vessel mean that 
one should not put the dirt into his hand and muddy the water 
with dirt in his hand, but in a case where the earth is in a vessel, 
when one muddies it by mixing the earth and water with his hand 
one may well do so? Or perhaps the baraita means that even when 
the earth is in a vessel one should not muddy the water by mixing 
it with earth with his hand, but rather with a vessel? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita: When one exam- 
ines this water, he examines it only with a cup. Evidently, it is neces- 
sary to use a vessel. The Gemara rejects this proof: But you still have 

a dilemma. This baraita merely states that the examination must 

be performed while the water is in a cup, but with what is the mud- 
dying performed? Must this be done by means of a vessel alone, or 
may one use his hand as well? The Gemara concludes: The dilemma 

shall stand unresolved. 


§ The Gemara relates: When people would come before Rabba 
bar Avuh to examine blood that is similar to water that inundates 
red earth, he would say to them: We learned that the examination 
must be conducted in its place, i.e., the location the earth was taken 
from. But if the earth was transported elsewhere, the examination 
is no longer effective. The Gemara further relates that Rabbi Hanina 
would break up a clump of earth and examine with it, without 
mixing it in water. Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, would 
curse anyone who used this method that they should be punished 
with diphtheria.’ 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, explained: It is only Rabbi 
Hanina who is permitted to examine the blood in this fashion, as 
he is wise, but everyone else is not so wise that they can success- 
fully perform the examination without water. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Hanina’s wisdom causes me not to 
see blood fora halakhic examination. When I would examine blood 
and deem it impure, he would deem it pure, and when I would 
deem it pure, he would deem it impure. Conversely, Rabbi Elazar 
says: Rabbi Hanina’s humility causes me to see blood, as I reason 
to myself: If Rabbi Hanina, who is humble, places himself into a 
situation of uncertainty and sees various types of blood to deter- 
mine their status, should I, who am not nearly as humble, not see 
blood for an examination? 


Rabbi Zeira says: The complex nature of the residents of Babylonia 
causes me not to see blood for a halakhic examination, as I say to 
myself: Even matters involving the complex nature of people I do 
not know; can I then claim that I know about matters of blood? 


The Gemara asks: Is this to say that the matter of the appearance of 
blood is dependent on the nature of people, i.e., that it changes in 
accordance with their nature? But Rabba is an example of someone 
who knew about the complex nature of the people of Babylonia, 
and yet he did not know how to distinguish between different types 
of blood. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Zeira took this factor into 
account and said to himself: All the more so; if Rabba, who knew 
about the complex nature of these people, nevertheless would not 
see blood, should I, who am unknowledgeable about the nature of 
these people, see blood for examination? 


BACKGROUND 

Diphtheria [askara] — A1D0%: Askara is diphtheria, an 
infectious disease of the throat that causes the mucous 
membrane in the throat to swell, bringing on a chok- 
ing sensation. Diphtheria was once very common 
among children, and until the discovery of a vaccine 
against it, the disease was extremely common and 
very deadly; those who contracted the illness would 
die of asphyxiation. During the Second Temple period, 
members of the non-priestly watch would fast once a 
week so that askara would not befall young children. 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Elazar - Wwy 931: This is Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, 
an amora from the third generation of amora’im o 
Eretz Yisrael. Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, who was prob- 
ably a priest, was born in Babylonia, where he studied 
Torah from Rav and Shmuel. Later, he ascended to Eretz 
Yisrael and learned from the Sages there. His primary 
eacher was Rabbi Yohanan. When Rabbi Elazar stated 
he halakhot of Rabbi Yohanan he did not deem it nec- 
essary to attribute them directly to Rabbi Yohanan, as i 
was obvious that he was citing his teacher. Accordingly, 
here are disputes with regard to certain statements as 
o whether they were formulated originally by Rabbi 
Yohanan or were stated by Rabbi Elazar himself. Rabbi 
azar ben Pedat was considered Rabbi Yohanan’s 
reatest student. After Rabbi Yohanan passed away, 
abbi Elazar took over his post as head of the academy 
Tiberias, and was called the master of Eretz Yisrael, 
as stated here. According to the epistle of Rav Sherira 
Gaon, Rabbi Elazar died in the same year as Rabbi 
Yohanan. Little is known of Rabbi Elazar’s private life 
other than the fact that he was very poor, to the extent 
that he often went hungry, yet he still refused to accept 
charity from others. It is also known that he had at least 
one son, called Rabbi Pedat, after Rabbi Elazar’s father. 


v Dva m 


Ifera Hurmiz — 112717 KWX: Queen Ifera Hurmiz was 
the mother of Shapur ıı, king of Persia, who ruled 
between 309 and 379 CE. Since Shapur became king as 
a child, his mother maintained considerable influence 
over him for many years. Ifera Hurmiz is mentioned on 
several occasions in the Gemara as an admirer of Juda- 
ism and its Sages, and she even gave money to several 
Sages to distribute as charity and for the performance 
of mitzvot. 


King Shapur - xav qj3W: King Shapur, or Shavor 
Malka, was the name of several Persian kings. The 
Gemara is apparently referring to the second King 
Shapur, who lived 303-380 CE, during the period of 
the third and fourth generations of amora‘im in Baby- 
lonia. He was a zealous supporter of Zoroastrianism, a 
religion he tried to impose on the minorities under his 
rule, especially Christians. During his reign, the Jewish 
community suffered from taxes, levies, and various 
decrees. When the Persian army was stationed in the 
city of Mehoza, the local population, most of which 
was comprised of Jews, was obliged to maintain it. 


BACKGROUND 
Comb for killing lice - 273 xbepar Kmp: 


Ancient lice comb 
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The Gemara relates that Ulla happened to come to Pumbedita, 
where they brought blood before him for an examination, but he 
would not see it, as he said: If Rabbi Elazar,” who was the master 
of Eretz Yisrael in wisdom, when he would happen to come to 
the locale of Rabbi Yehuda, he would not see blood, shall I see 
blood here? 


The Gemara asks: And why would they call Rabbi Elazar the 
master of Eretz Yisrael in wisdom? The Gemara explains that there 
was an incident involving a certain woman who brought blood 
before Rabbi Elazar for examination, and Rabbi Ami was sitting 
before him. Rabbi Ami observed that Rabbi Elazar smelled the 
blood and said to the woman: This is blood of desire," i.e., your 
desire for your husband caused you to emit this blood, and it is not 
the blood of menstruation. After the woman left Rabbi Elazar’s 
presence, Rabbi Ami caught up with her and inquired into the 
circumstances of her case. She said to him: My husband was absent 
on a journey, and I desired him. Rabbi Ami read the following 
verse about Rabbi Elazar: “The counsel of the Lord is with those 
who fear Him; and His covenant, to make them know it” (Psalms 
25:14), i.e., God reveals secret matters to those who fear Him. 


The Gemara further relates that Ifera Hurmiz,” the mother of King 
Shapur,” sent blood before Rava for examination, as she sought to 
convert and was practicing the halakhot of menstruation. At that 
time Rav Ovadya was sitting before Rava. Rav Ovadya observed 
that Rava smelled" the blood and later said to the woman: This is 
blood of desire. She said to her son: Come and see how wise 
the Jews are, as Rava is correct. Her son said to her: Perhaps Rava 
was like a blind man who escapes from a chimney, i.e., it was a 


lucky guess. 


Ifera Hurmiz then sent Rava sixty different types of blood, some 
impure and others pure, and with regard to all of them Rava accu- 
rately told her their origin. The Gemara adds: That last sample of 
blood sent by Ifera Hurmiz was blood of lice, and Rava did not 
know what it was. He received support in this matter in the form 
of heavenly guidance, as he unwittingly sent her as a gift a comb for 
killing lice.’ She said in exclamation: Jews, you must dwell in the 
chamber of people's hearts. 


§ The Gemara cites more statements of the Sages with regard to the 
examination of blood. Rav Yehuda says: At first I would see blood, 
i.e., perform examinations of blood, but I changed my conduct 
when the mother of my son Yitzhak, i.e., my wife, said to me that 
she acts as follows: With regard to this first drop of blood that I see, 
I do not bring it before the Sages, because it is not pristine blood, 
i.e., other substances are mixed with it. After hearing this, I decided 
I would no longer see blood, as it is possible that the first drop, 
which I do not get to see, was impure. 


NOTES 


This is blood of desire — x17 yam OF NT: Rabbi Elazar merely 
stated that this blood resulted from the woman's desire for her 
husband; he did not say if it was pure or impure. The early com- 
mentaries engage in a dispute concerning this matter. Some 


observed in the case examined by Rabbi Elazar (Ran; see Hatam 
Sofer and Ma‘aneh Eliyahu). Others claim that the blood of desire 
is in fact impure, and they cite proof for this opinion from that 
passage on 66a (Rashba; Tosefot HaRosh). 


claim that the Sages had a tradition that such blood of desire is 


pure, as it does not come from the uterus (Heshek Shlomo; see 
Hazon Ish). One difficulty with this opinion is 
(66a) states that if a woman is asked for her hand in marriage and 
she accepts, she must observe seven clean days after she accepts, 
as she might have experienced bleeding due to her desire for the 
man. This indicates that a woman's desire can cause an emission 
of menstrual blood. The commentaries explain 
desire itself is pure, but it is possible that a woman's desire might 


Rav Ovadya was sitting before Rava, he smelled - 25 711 
APIS AAP AT IY It is unclear from the Gemara which of 
the Sages smelled the blood, whether it was Rava or his student 
Rav Ovadya. Some say that it was Rava who smelled the blood, 
whether because he knew how to identify types of blood by this 
method (Tosafot), or because a miracle was performed for him in 
this case (Rashi), or because the incident involved a particular kind 
of blood whose odor Rava was able to identify (Arukh LaNer). 


hat the Gemara 


hat the blood of 


lead to the emission of menstrual blood as well, which was not 
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Rav Yehuda continues: But with regard to the examination of blood 
that a woman who gave birth emitted after the completion of her 
days of purity, i.e., at least forty days after giving birth to a male, or 
eighty after giving birth to a female (see Leviticus, chapter 12), in 
order to determine whether she is ritually impure or pure, I cer- 
tainly see this blood and determine her status based on its color. 
This blood is clean, as the woman has been bleeding fora long period 
of time. 


§ The Gemara relates that Yalta,” Rav Nahman’s wife, brought 
blood before Rabba bar bar Hana, and he deemed her ritually 
impure. She then brought it before Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav 
Yehuda, and he deemed her pure. 


The Gemara asks: But how could Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, 
act in this manner? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: In the case ofa 
halakhic authority who deemed an item impure," another hal- 
akhic authority is not allowed to deem it pure; if one halakhic 
authority deemed a matter prohibited, another halakhic authority 
is not allowed to deem it permitted? 


The Gemara explains that initially Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, 
deemed her impure, but he changed his mind when Yalta said to 
him: Every day that I bring blood of this kind of color to Rabba bar 
bar Hana he deems me pure, and specifically now he issued a dif- 
ferent ruling, as he feels pain in his eye. Upon hearing this, Rav 
Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, deemed her pure. 


The Gemara asks: But are people deemed credible to present claims 
such as the one presented by Yalta? The Gemara answers: Yes; and 
likewise it is taught in a baraita: A woman is deemed credible if 
she says: I saw blood like this color, but I lost it" before it could be 
examined. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If a woman states to her 
friend who showed her blood: My blood, which has an appearance 
like this, so-and-so, the halakhic authority, deemed it pure," what 
is the halakha?" Is she deemed credible concerning its status? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma 
from the baraita cited above: A woman is deemed credible if she 
says: I saw blood like this color, but I lost it. This demonstrates that 
a woman may issue claims of this kind. The Gemara rejects this 
proof: There it is different, as in that case the blood is not before 
her, and therefore the Sages were lenient. But here, the woman’s 
friend can take her blood to a halakhic authority for examination. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear the incident cited 
above, as Yalta brought blood before Rabba bar bar Hana, and 
he deemed her ritually impure; she then brought it before Rav 
Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, and he deemed her pure. And the 
Gemara asked: How could Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, act in 
this manner? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: In the case of a hal- 
akhic authority who deemed an item impure, another halakhic 
authority is not allowed to deem it pure? 


NOTES 


Like this, so-and-so the halakhic authority deemed it pure, 
what is the halakha - ma 037 abe wx PY ma: The com- 
mentaries explain that the blood in question was brought before 
a Sage who was either uncertain as to its status or thought that 
it was impure. The issue is whether the other woman's statement 
concerning her own blood can be relied upon to resolve the 


favor of the Sage’s inclination to rule that the blood is impure. If 
blood is not brought before a Sage at all, one may rely upon the 
other woman's contention that she showed blood of a similar 
appearance to a certain Sage who deemed it pure, and there is 
no need to show the blood to another Sage (Rashba; Ritva; Tur; 
Beit Yosef, Bah). 


Sage’s uncertainty, or whether her claim is entirely disregarded in 


PERSONALITIES 


Yalta — say: Yalta, Rav Nahman's wife, was from the 
family of the Exilarch, possibly the daughter of the 
Exilarch himself. Some say that her father was the 
Sage Rabba bar Avuh, who was from the family of 
the Exilarch. As indicated from several passages in the 
Talmud, in addition to hailing from a wealthy family 
of distinguished lineage, Yalta was a woman of firm 
opinions. Rav Nahman treated her with great honor, 
and she herself demanded respect from various Sages. 
It is related that she would listen and contribute to Rav 
Nahman's discussions with other Sages, from which it 
may be inferred that she was well versed in Torah. 


HALAKHA 


A halakhic authority who deemed an item impure, 
etc. = 131 KYW DSM: If one halakhic authority 
deemed an item prohibited, another halakhic author- 
ity may not deem it permitted based merely on his 
own reasoning. Some commentaries maintain that 
this applies even if the second halakhic authority is 
greater than the first (Shakh), while others claim that 
this is the halakha only if the two halakhic authorities 
are equal, whereas if the second is greater he may per- 
mit the item. The commentaries further state that this 
halakha applies only if the ruling of the first authority 
has already gone into effect, but if they are still in the 
study hall the second authority may issue a different 
ruling. If the second halakhic authority claims, based 
on a tradition, that the first halakhic authority erred, or 
ifthe first halakhic authority made a mistake in a matter 
that appears in the Mishna, i.e., an obvious error, the 
second halakhic authority may deem the item permit- 
ted. Some commentaries rule that he may not permit 
it based on a tradition (Shakh; see Pithei Teshuva). If 
the first halakhic authority erred in his reasoning, the 
second halakhic authority should discuss the matter 
with him until he retracts his errant ruling. Therefore, if 
someone asked one halakhic authority and he deemed 
the item prohibited, the person may turn to another 
halakhic authority provided that he informs the second 
halakhic authority of the ruling of the first. This halakha 
applies only if both halakhic authorities are dealing 
with the same case, but if another incident occurred it 
is permitted for the second halakhic authority to rule 
as he sees fit. The halakha is in accordance with the 
ruling of the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 242:31 
in the comment of Rema). 


Awoman is deemed credible if she says: | saw blood 
like this color but | lost it -wyma vat Aw nyg 
YATINI: Ifa woman says: | saw blood of this color but | 
lost it, she is deemed credible. Therefore, if it was white 
or green, she is pure. This halakha is in accordance with 
the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Issurei Bia 5:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 188:2). 


Like this, so-and-so the halakhic authority deemed 
it pure - 037 bs wrx PY Ma: In a case where a 
woman brought blood before a halakhic authority, 
if he established its presumptive status as impure or 
even if he was uncertain, and the woman says: So-and- 
so deemed blood of mine that had a similar appear- 
ance pure, her claim is not accepted (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 188:2). 
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And we sayin response that initially Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, 

deemed her impure, but he changed his mind when she said to 
him that every day that she brings blood of this kind of color to 
Rabba bar bar Hana he deems her pure, and specifically now he 
issued a different ruling, as he feels pain in his eye. The Gemara 
summarizes: The conclusion of the story was that upon hearing this, 
Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, then deemed her pure. Evidently, 
when a woman issues claims with regard to blood that is presented, 
we deem her claims credible. 


The Gemara answers: That incident does not provide proof, as Rav 
Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, relied on his studies in his lenient 
ruling. At first, he was reluctant to issue his ruling, in deference to 
Rabba bar bar Hana, who had said the blood was impure. But when 
he heard Yalta’s explanation he deemed the blood pure, as he had 
originally thought. Therefore, there is no proof from there that a 
woman's statements of this kind are accepted. 


§ The Gemara further relates: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi once saw a 
woman's blood at night and deemed it impure. He again saw that 
blood in the day, after it had dried, and deemed it pure. He waited 
one hour and then deemed it impure again. It is assumed that 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not conduct another examination at this 
point; rather, he reasoned that the previous night’s examination 
had been correct, and the blood’s color should be deemed impure 
because of how it had looked when it was moist. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi then said: Woe is me! Perhaps I erred by declaring the 
blood impure, as based on its color it should be pure. 


The Gemara questions this statement: Perhaps I erred? He cer- 
tainly erred, as it is taught in a baraita that a halakhic authority 
may not say: If the blood were moist it would certainly have been 
impure, and yet here, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deemed the blood 
impure based on that type of reasoning. 


The Gemara explains that the incident did not unfold as initially 

assumed. Rather, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi examined the blood three 

times, as he said: A judge has only what his eyes see as the basis 

for his ruling. Initially, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi established the pre- 
sumptive status of the blood as ritually impure, but when he saw 
in the morning that its color had changed, he said: It was defi- 
nitely pure last night as well, and only because it was at night I 

thought that it was impure, because it could not be seen well. 
Subsequently, when he saw after a short while that its color again 

changed, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: This blood is impure, and it 

is gradually becoming lighter as its color fades. 


With regard to the manner in which the Sages would examine blood, 
the Gemara relates that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would examine 
blood by candlelight. Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosef, would 
examine blood between the pillars of the study hall even on a 
cloudy day, despite the fact that it was not very light there. Rav Ami 
bar Shmuel says: And in all these cases, one examines blood only 
between sunlight and shade." Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar 
Avuh says: One stands in a place lit by the sun, and he conducts 
the examination under the shadow of his hand, i.e., he places his 
hand over the blood. In this manner the color of the blood can be 
best discerned. 


§ The mishna states: And what is the color that is like diluted wine 
that is impure? It is specifically when the dilution consists of two 
parts water and one part wine, and specifically when it is from the 
wine of the Sharon region in Eretz Yisrael. The Sages taught in 
a baraita: 


And in all these cases one examines blood only between sun- 


HALAKHA 
manner he can best see the color of the blood. The halakha is in 


light and shade - byb man pa Kby pix pPTia px thar: One must accordance with the opinion of Rav Ami bar Shmuel (Rambam Sefer 
examine blood in sunlight, while forming a shadow over the blood — Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:12). 
with his hand. The examiner himself stands in the sun, as in this 
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For the purposes of the examination of blood, the wine of the 
Sharon region’ in Eretz Yisrael has the same status as undiluted 
Carmelite’ wine" and not diluted Carmelite wine, new Carmelite 
wine and not old Carmelite wine. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi’ says: And in all cases of blood that has 
the color of diluted wine, one examines blood only with a simple 
Tiberian cup. The Gemara asks: What is the reason? Abaye says: 
Containers are designed according to a universal standard, such 
that a cup that can contain a log’ of wine, one fashions it from 
material weighing one hundred dinars,” whereas a cup that can 
contain two log, one fashions it from material weighing two hun- 
dred dinars. By contrast, in the case of a simple Tiberian cup, even 
one that can contain two log, one fashions it from material weigh- 
ing one hundred dinars. And since the material from which the 
cup is made is weak, it is more transparent and therefore the redness 
of the wine inside is more noticeable." Consequently, one must 
compare the blood to wine in a cup of this kind. 


taba py pin 


NOTES 


The wine of the Sharon has the same status as undiluted 
Carmelite wine, etc. - 1319n oops pim ninw: Rashi cites 
two versions of this statement. According to the version that 
appears here, the baraita is comparing Sharon wine to Carmel- 
ite wine. In other words, one may examine blood in comparison 
to Sharon wine when it is one part wine and two parts water, 
whether it is old or new. By contrast, an examination with 
Carmelite wine depends on two factors: The wine must be 
undiluted and new. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi — *a°1A6 33 pny? 37: The Talmud 
mentions two Sages of this name. The other Sage lived in the 
transitional generation between the tanna‘im and the amora’‘im, 
whereas the Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi mentioned here was 
a third- and fourth-generation Babylonian amora. He was 
probably a disciple-colleague of Rav Hisda, and was famous 
for his breadth of knowledge of the Bible, as well as for his 
unique method of study, by which he would seek out and find 
evidence and allusion to all statements of the Sages in the 


_ PERSONALITIES 


Since the material is weak it is more noticeable - whpr ON 

190 ma YT: The commentaries explain the advantage to per- 
forming an examination with a Tiberian cup. Since its glass is 

thin, to the extent that its weight is half that of other cups that 
contain a similar volume, the appearance of the wine inside will 

be clearer (Heshek Shlomo, explaining Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:11). 


Bible itself. Rava said of him that any verse that Rav Yitzhak bar 
Avudimi did not explain cannot be elucidated (Zevahim 43b). 
Numerous halakhot are stated in Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi's 
name, and his interpretations of verses appear in many places 
in the Talmud. Occasionally he disagrees with Rav Hisda with 
regard to the interpretation of a verse. Apparently, both Abaye 
and Rava were his disciples concerning matters of biblical expli- 
cation, as they attribute various traditions to him. 


| BACKGROUND ~ 

Sharon region — 31: Until the last few centuries, the Sha- 
ron region was densely forested. The Sharon is located in the 
coastal plains and is notable for the many rivers that pass 
through it, as well as its numerous springs and wells. The 
Sharon is also known for its fertile soil, especially in its center. 
The major products of the Sharon include wine, which was 
named after the region, Sharon wine. 


Carmelite — one: The Carmel region is basically a range 
of mountains with many steep inclines, as well as rocky 
terrain in the wadis. The climate of the Carmel region is rainy. 
Consequently, this region is well suited to various agricultural 
plantations, to the extent that the name Carmel became 
synonymous with a place of quality fruits, as in the verse: 
“And | brought you to a land of fruitful fields [HaCarmel]” 
(Jeremiah 2:7). The wine produced from the vineyards of this 
region was known as Carmelite wine. 


Location of the Sharon and Carmel regions 


Log- aib: This is the basic liquid measure used by the Sages. 
It is equivalent to the volume of six eggs, one-quarter of 
a kav, or one twenty-fourth of a se'a. A range of modern 
opinions estimates this volume at 300-600 ml. 


One hundred dinars [maneh] — 731: This refers to a spe- 
cific weight in silver, equal in value to one hundred dinars. 
There is a difference between the weight of the Greek and 
the Roman maneh; here the reference is most likely to the 
Roman maneh, which weighed about 327 g. 
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Although by Torah law a woman is rendered ritually impure as a menstruating 
woman only if she experiences bleeding, and no regular examinations are required, 
the Sages deemed it proper and praiseworthy for a woman to examine herself fre- 
quently at times when she might have become impure, to ensure that she does not 
partake of teruma in a state of ritual impurity. This applies only to a woman; a man 
is prohibited from examining himself for a possible seminal emission in case this 
examination leads to one. But ifthe man has experienced a gonorrhea-like discharge 
and wishes to examine himself in case he experiences three such discharges and is 
consequently obligated to bring an offering, this too is considered praiseworthy. 


A woman who is not halakhically competent can be examined and immersed by a 
competent woman, and it is thereby permitted for her to partake of teruma. 


With regard to the proper method of examination, a woman should examine herself 
only with a white linen cloth, which must be soft enough that it can be inserted into 
all the crevices without injuring her. Ifa man and woman examined themselves after 
engaging in intercourse and blood is found on the man’s cloth, they are impure and 
are each obligated to bring a sin offering. If the blood is found on her cloth after she 
had examined herself immediately after intercourse, they are likewise impure and 
must each bring a sin offering. If she waited a little while after intercourse before 
the examination, they are impure due to uncertainty, and if she conducted the 
examination a long time after engaging in intercourse, she is retroactively impure 
by rabbinic law, while the man who engaged in intercourse with her is impure only 
until the evening. 


It is derived from the verse: “Her issue in her flesh is blood” (Leviticus 15:19), that 
not all fluids that come from the uterus are impure; only blood is. This applies even 
if a fluid is as thick as blood; any fluid that differs in color from blood is not impure. 
The Sages derive that there are five types of impure blood in a woman, while all oth- 
ers are pure. They specify which of the various colors and shades are included in the 
types of impure blood and which are excluded from these categories. 


The proper manner for a Sage to examine blood brought to him for examination is 
to compare the blood to the most similar color listed by the Sages. This examination 
should be conducted against the background of a white cloth. Various practices of 
Sages are cited in this chapter concerning the time of day when they would perform 
the examination, and in which places and under what conditions of light they would 
look at the blood. It is further stated that under certain conditions a Sage may deem 
blood pure even after another Sage has deemed it impure. 


This chapter also addresses the issue of appropriate modest conduct during sexual 
intercourse, which leads to a discussion of practices that must be avoided. 
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If a woman conceives and gives birth to a male, she 
shall be impure seven days, as in the days of her men- 
strual flow she shall be impure. And on the eighth day 
the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised. And she 
shall continue in the blood of her purification thirty- 
three days; she shall touch no consecrated item, nor 
come into the Sanctuary, until the days of her purifica- 
tion are fulfilled. But if she gives birth to a female, then 
she shall be impure two weeks, as in her menstruation; 
and she shall continue in the blood of purification 
sixty-six days. 


(Leviticus 12:2-5) 


The Torah states that a woman who gave birth is ritually impure whether she bore a 
male or a female, and whether she gave birth to a viable newborn or to a non-viable 
newborn, and even if she discharged the fetus at an early stage of her pregnancy. In 
all of these cases, she has the ritual impurity status of a woman after childbirth. 


But if a woman discharged an item that cannot be considered an offspring at all, 
she does not have the status of a woman after childbirth. This raises questions with 
regard to the definition of an offspring: Can an item that has the appearance of an 
animal, or another creature, be considered a human offspring? What if the offspring 
has some human features but not others? Other problematic cases include a woman 
who discharged an amorphous piece of tissue or items that have the appearance of 
hairs or shells; and a woman who discharged a gestational sac or an afterbirth, or a 
fetus that looks like it was deformed, in the form of a sandal fish. A similar question 
is, for how long must a woman be pregnant for a miscarriage to render her a woman 
after childbirth. All of these issues are discussed in this chapter. 


Another case addressed in this chapter is an offspring of uncertain sex. This can 
happen when the fetus is too tiny for its sex to be recognized, when the newborn 
infant is a hermaphrodite, or when the infant is a tumtum, i.e., its sexual organs are 
indeterminate. In such a situation, it is unclear for how long the woman must observe 
the halakhot of a woman after childbirth, as this depends on the sex of the newborn. 


With regard to a case where a woman discharged an item that is not considered a full- 
fledged fetus and therefore she does not have the status of a woman after childbirth, 
the chapter examines whether she automatically assumes the impurity status of a 
menstruating woman, due to the assumption that miscarriage is always accompanied 
by bleeding, or whether the woman remains pure unless she experienced bleeding. 


One tangential issue examined in this chapter is whether a woman who inserted a 
tube into her vagina and found blood in the tube assumes the impurity status of a 
menstruating woman. The underlying question here is whether a woman is rendered 
impure by the emission of menstruation itself, or whether she is rendered impure 
through the contact between her menstrual blood and her skin. A similar question 
applies to the bodily emissions of a male that render him impure, i.e., semen and a 
gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva]. 
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Perek II 


137 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf21 Amud a 


may w og naan ngan ONA 
TT - wb DX) ANDY - D7 
ARW- JD Par JD pa Wis TNT 


pas mpy pap may Paa nyaan 
Don - DTS PWIND pad WY 
— > ore) mea - ania) ox ob 

mine 


DIPU DAM oe pap neat 
XAV - of ony W ox DWAT 
mya -h ox 


pay pa ay en mama pa nyaan 
Dx) 73th aw - 9, 0% pine pa 
Maps aon - 1373 


map) vath awn - pry pR ox) 
be: DIN DAIM VNA 1371797 
h ivy- OTK TY ia PRY 


x Srey vas AD nT 193 
Sw manna Kby TMN MND 
PAKY by bax Da} yn TYIN 

miw- on] 


In th f hodech 
MISHNA n the case ora woman wob isc. arges an 


amorphous piece of tissue," if there is blood 
that emerges with it, the woman is ritually impure" with the impu- 
rity of a menstruating woman. And if not, she is pure, as she is 
neither a menstruating woman nor a woman after childbirth. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: In both this case, where blood emerged, and that case, 
where no blood emerged, the woman is impure with the impurity 
of a menstruating woman, as there was certainly undetected blood 
that emerged with the flesh. 


In the case of a woman who discharges an item similar to a shell, 
or similar to a hair," or similar to soil, or similar to mosquitoes, if 
such items are red," she should cast them into water to ascertain 
their nature: If they dissolved, it is blood, and the woman is impure 
with the impurity of a menstruating woman; and if not, she is pure. 


In the case of a woman who discharges an item similar to fish or to 
grasshoppers, repugnant creatures, or creeping animals, if there 
is blood that emerges with them, the woman is impure with the 
impurity of a menstruating woman. And if not, she is pure. 


With regard to a woman who discharges tissue in the form of a type 
of domesticated animal, undomesticated animal, or bird, whether 
it had the form ofa non-kosher species or a kosher species, ifit was 
a male fetus, then she observes the periods of impurity, seven days, 
and purity, thirty-three days, established in the Torah (see Leviticus 
12:2-5) for a woman who gives birth to a male. And if the fetus was 
a female, the woman observes the periods of impurity, fourteen 
days, and purity, sixty-six days, established in the Torah for a woman 
who gives birth to a female. 


And if the sex of the fetus is unknown, she observes the strictures 
that apply to a woman who gave birth both to a male and to a female. 
Accordingly, she is prohibited from engaging in intercourse for four- 
teen days, but after that, she will be permitted to engage in inter- 
course despite a discharge of uterine blood until thirty-three days 
pass after the seven days she would have been prohibited if the fetus 
were male. The prohibition to enter the Temple will continue until 
eighty days have passed from the discharge of the fetus. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: Any fetus that is not 
of human form is not regarded as an offspring with regard to obser- 
vance of these periods, and she is permitted to engage in intercourse 
provided that she does not experience a discharge of uterine blood. 


GEMARA* mishna teaches that if a woman dis- 


charges an amorphous piece of tissue and 
no blood emerges with it, the Rabbis say that she is pure, whereas 
Rabbi Yehuda says that she is impure. Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel 
says: Rabbi Yehuda deemed the woman impure, despite the fact 
that no blood emerged, only in the case of a piece of tissue that has 
the appearance of one of the four types of ritually impure blood, as 
in such a case the piece has the status of blood. But if it has the 
appearance of other types of blood, the woman is pure. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who discharges an amorphous piece of tissue, 
etc. = ITN nban: The Rambam holds that in a case where 
a woman discharges an amorphous piece of tissue, if blood 
emerges with it she is impure, but if blood does not emerge 
with it, even if it is red, she is ritually pure. This is the halakha even 
if the piece of tissue is torn open and is discovered to be full of 


of the piece of tissue. The Ra’avad writes that since the Rabbis in 
the baraita hold that when the womb opens, blood automatically 
emerges, the woman is impure in any case, as blood certainly 
emerged during the miscarriage. The Maggid Mishne rules in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rambam (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:13). 


blood, as the blood is not menstrual blood, but rather the blood 


NOTES 


A woman who discharges an amorphous piece of 
tissue, if there is blood with it she is ritually impure - 
TNIV DT Ay W? OX NN nbpan: She has the ritual 
impurity of a menstruating woman. In the Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna, it says that if there is a bone 
in the piece of tissue, she is impure with the impurity of 
a woman after childbirth. 


A woman who discharges an item similar to a shell 
or similar to a hair — mw pos mop paa Yaan: 
In this case, Rabbi Yehuda concedes that if the item is 
not dissolved in water, the woman is ritually pure. This 
is because the reason Rabbi Yehuda deems the woman 
impure in a case where she discharged an amorphous 
piece of tissue, according to the conclusion of the 
Gemara, is that he holds that blood automatically 
emerges when the womb opens. That reasoning is not 
relevant in these cases, as the items are so small that 
the womb does not open (early commentaries on 22b, 
including Tosafot, Ramban, Ran, Rashba, and Ra’avad). 


Similar to mosquitoes if they are red — pwana p23 
anaty: The commentaries explain that the condition 
that the item must be red applies not only to when it is 
similar to a mosquito, but to the previous cases as well, 
i.e. if itis similar to a shell, hair, or soil. In other words, in 
all these cases, if the item is not red, there is no need 
to examine it by casting it into water, as the woman is 
definitely pure. This is also the ruling of the Rambam 
(Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:14). 
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And Rabbi Yohanan says there is a different explanation of the 
dispute: Ifa woman discharges a piece of tissue that has the appear- 
ance of one of the four types of ritually impure blood, everyone, 
i.e, Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, agrees that she is impure. Like- 
wise, if it has the appearance of other types of blood, everyone 
agrees that she is pure. 


They disagree only with regard to a case where the woman dis- 
charged an amorphous piece of tissue, and she herself does not 
know exactly what was the appearance of the piece of tissue that 
she discharged, e.g., ifit was lost. Rabbi Yehuda holds: Follow the 
majority of discharges of amorphous pieces of tissue, and the 
majority of pieces of tissue are of the appearance of one of the four 
types of impure blood. And the Rabbis hold: We do not say that 
the majority of pieces of flesh have the appearance of one of the 
four types of impure blood. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But when Rav Hoshaya came from 
Neharde’a,® he came and brought a baraita with him that states: 
In the case of a woman who discharges a piece of tissue that is red, 
black, green, or white, if there is blood that emerges with it, the 
woman is impure, and if not, she is pure. Rabbi Yehuda says: Both 
in this case, where blood emerged, and in that case, where no blood 
emerged, the woman is impure. This baraita poses a difficulty to 
the statement of Shmuel with regard to one aspect of his opinion, 
and it poses a difficulty to the statement of Rabbi Yohanan with 
regard to two aspects of his opinion. 


The Gemara elaborates: It poses a difficulty to the statement of 
Shmuel with regard to one aspect of his opinion, as Shmuel said 
that Rabbi Yehuda deemed the woman impure only in the case of 
a piece of tissue that has the appearance of one of the four types of 
impure blood, and yet the baraita teaches that according to the 
Rabbis the woman is pure if the piece of tissue is green or white, 
which are not among the four colors of ritually impure blood, and 
that Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with their opinion. 


And if you would say that when Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with the 
Rabbis, it is with regard to the case of a red or black piece of tissue, 
as these are among the four colors of ritually impure blood, but with 
regard to the case of a green or white piece he does not disagree 
with them, i.e., he concedes that the woman is pure, this cannot be 
correct. The Gemara explains why that explanation of the baraita is 
not possible: But if so, for the sake of clarifying whose opinion does 
the baraita teach the case of a green or white piece of tissue? 


If we say that it comes to clarify the opinion of the Rabbis, that is 

unnecessary: Now that in a case of a red or black piece of tissue, 
which are among the four colors of ritually impure blood, the Rab- 
bis deem the woman pure, is it necessary to state that they deem 

her pure ina case of a green or white piece? Rather, is it not coming 
to clarify the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, teaching that the Rabbis 

deem the woman pure in this case, but Rabbi Yehuda disagrees 

with them and deems her impure? This contradicts the explanation 

of Shmuel. 


BACKGROUND 
(Yevamot 122b). During Rav’s time, the first half of the third century 


Neharde’a — KYY: A city on the Euphrates, near the Malka River, 
Neharde’a was one of the oldest Jewish communities in Babylonia. 
According to tradition, Jews lived in Neharde’a as early as the First 
Temple period, in the sixth century BCE, beginning with the exile of 
King Jehoiachin of Judah. Furthermore, Neharde’a was one of the 
most important Jewish communities in Babylonia. It was a center 


of Torah learning from an early period, and its yeshiva was the old- 


est in Babylonia. Many of the greatest tanna’im visited Neharde’a, 
among them Rabbi Akiva, who intercalated the calendar there 


CE, the yeshiva in Neharde’a was headed by Rav Sheila, and after 
him by Shmuel. Since the city lay near the border between the 
Roman and the Persian Empires, it frequently suffered from the wars 
between the two, and Pappa ben Nazer Odonathus, king of Tadmor, 
destroyed it completely in 259 CE. Later, Jews resettled there, and 
many Torah scholars remained in Neharde’a even after its yeshiva 
split and was reestablished in Mehoza and Pumbedita. 
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And furthermore, the baraita poses an additional difficulty to 

the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, in addition to the first difficulty 
explained above, as he said that if the piece of tissue has the appear- 
ance of one of the four types of ritually impure blood then every- 
one agrees that the woman is impure, and yet the baraita teaches 

the case of a red or black piece and states that the Rabbis disagree 

with Rabbi Yehuda and deem the woman pure. 


And if you would say that when the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi 
Yehuda, it is with regard to the case of a green or white piece of 
tissue, but in the case of a red or black piece they do not disagree 
with him, as they concede that the woman is impure; but if that is 
so, then for the sake of clarifying whose opinion does the baraita 
teach the case ofa red or black piece? 


If we say that it comes to clarify the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, this 
is unnecessary: Now that Rabbi Yehuda holds that in a case of a 
green or white piece the woman is impure, despite the fact that 
they are not among the four colors of ritually impure blood, is it 
necessary to state that she is impure in a case of a red or black 
piece? Rather, is it not coming to clarify the opinion of the Rabbis, 
teaching that Rabbi Yehuda deems the woman impure in this case, 
but the Rabbis disagree with him and maintain that she is pure? 


Rather, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says there is a different explana- 
tion of the dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda: They 
disagree with regard to whether or not opening of the womb is 
possible without a discharge of blood. And they disagree with 
regard to the issue that is the subject of the dispute between these 
tanna’im," as it is taught in a baraita: If a woman experienced dif- 
ficulty in labor during which blood emerged on two consecutive 
days, and on the third day she discharged," but she does not know 
what she discharged, i.e., whether it was a stillborn human fetus, 
and whether blood emerged during the miscarriage, 


it is uncertain whether that woman has the status of one who gave 
birth, and it is uncertain whether she has the status of a woman 
who experiences an irregular discharge of blood from the uterus 
[ziva]." Therefore, she brings an offering, like any woman after 
childbirth or after ziva, but the offering is not eaten by the priests. 
‘The reason is that perhaps she neither gave birth nor experienced 
ziva, and is therefore exempt from bringing an offering. Conse- 
quently, her bird sin offering is disqualified, and is forbidden in 
consumption, as a bird offering is killed by pinching its neck, which 
is not the valid manner of slaughtering a non-sacred bird. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: The woman brings an offering, and it is 
eaten. The reason is that she is certainly either a woman after child- 
birth or a zava, as opening of the womb is not possible without a 
discharge of blood. The tanna’im in the baraita disagree about 
whether opening of the womb is possible without a discharge of 
blood. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak maintains that this is also the issue 
in dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis in the mishna. 


§ Some say another version" of the above discussion. Rav Yehuda 
says that Shmuel says: Rabbi Yehuda deemed the woman impure, 
despite the fact that no blood emerged, only in the case of a piece 
of tissue that has the appearance of one of the four types of ritually 
impure blood, but if it has the appearance of other types of blood, 
the woman is pure. 
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NOTES 


And they disagree with regard to the dispute between 
these tanna‘im — *3n 377 saaan: The early commen- 
taries question this comparison i between the dispute in the 
mishna and the dispute in the baraita, as in the baraita the 
dispute is whether it is certain or uncertain that the woman 
is impure, whereas the Rabbis in the mishna hold that she 
is definitely pure. They answer that the mishna is referring 
to a case where the woman examined herself and did not 
find blood. Therefore the Rabbis hold that she is pure for 
certain (Ramban). 


HALAKHA 


If she experienced difficulty in labor during which blood 
emerged on two days and on the third day she dis- 
charged, etc. -^a nyam w hw h ow nnw: Ifa woman 
experienced bleeding on two consecutive ‘days, and on the 
third day she discharged but does not know whether she 
discharged a full-fledged fetus, she assumes the status of 
a woman about whom it is uncertain whether she gave 
birth, and of an uncertain zava, as it is possible for a womb 
to open up without a discharge of blood. Therefore, she 
brings an offering, but it is not eaten by the priests. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:4). 


NOTES 


It is uncertain whether that woman has the status of one 
who gave birth and uncertain whether she experiences 
ziva - man pap my pap san: Rashi explains that there are 
two uncertainties, which lead to three possible outcomes. 
The uncertainties are whether the woman discharged a 
full-fledged fetus, and whether or not blood emerged 
during her miscarriage. If she discharged a full-fledged 
fetus, she assumes the status of a woman who gave birth, 
and is impure. She is not considered a zava even if blood 
emerged during the miscarriage and that was the third 
consecutive day on which she saw blood during her days 
of ziva, as blood that emerges during childbirth does not 
render a woman a zava. If it was not a full-fledged fetus, 
and blood emerged during the miscarriage, she is a zava, 
as this miscarriage does not have the halakhic status of 
childbirth. Finally, if it was not a full-fledged fetus and blood 
did not emerge during the miscarriage, the woman is pure. 
Consequently, the woman must bring an offering, due to 
the first two possibilities, but it is not eaten, due to the 
possibility that she is pure, in which case the offering is 
disqualified. 


Another version — KYN x: The only difference 
between this version and the previous version is that in 
this version the explanation of Rabbi Yohanan is omitted. 
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The Gemara asks: Is that so? But when Rav Hoshaya came from 
Neharde’a, he came and brought a baraita with him that states: 
In the case of awoman who discharges a piece of tissue that is red, 
or black, green, or white, if there is blood that emerges with it, 
the woman is impure, and if not, she is pure. And Rabbi Yehuda 
says: In both this case, where blood emerged, and that case, where 
no blood emerged, the woman is impure. 


The Gemara concludes its challenge: The baraita teaches both a 
case where the piece of tissue is red or black, and a case where it is 
not one of the four types of impure blood but it is green or white, 
i.e, in all of these cases the Rabbis hold that the woman is pure, and 
yet Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with their opinion. 


And if you would say that when Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with the 
Rabbis, it is with regard to the case ofa red or black piece of tissue, 
but with regard to the case of a green or white piece he does not 
disagree with them, as he concedes that the woman is pure; but if 
that is so, for the sake of clarifying whose opinion does the baraita 
teach the case of a green or white piece of tissue? 


If we say that it comes to clarify the opinion of the Rabbis, that is 
unnecessary: Now that in the case of a red or black piece of tissue 
the Rabbis deem the woman pure, is it necessary to state that they 
deem her pure in a case ofa green or white piece? Rather, is it not 
coming to clarify the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, teaching that the 
Rabbis deem the woman pure in this case, but Rabbi Yehuda dis- 
agrees with them and deems her impure? This contradicts the 
explanation of Shmuel. 


Rather, Rav Yehuda says there is a different explanation of the 
dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda: They disagree with 
regard to whether or not opening of the womb is possible with- 
out a discharge of blood. And they disagree with regard to the 
issue that is the subject of the dispute between these tanna’im, 
as it is taught in a baraita: If a woman experienced difficulty in 
labor during which blood emerged on two consecutive days, and 
on the third day she discharged, but she does not know what she 
discharged, it is uncertain whether she has the status of a woman 
who gave birth, and it is uncertain whether she has the status ofa 
woman who experienced ziva. Therefore she brings an offering, 
but it is not eaten by the priests. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: The woman brings an offering, and it is 
eaten. The reason is that she is certainly either a woman after child- 
birth or a zava, as opening of the womb is not possible without 
a discharge of blood. This is also the matter in dispute between the 
Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of a woman who dis- 
charges an amorphous piece of tissue, Sumakhos says in the name 
of Rabbi Meir, and likewise Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya would 
say in accordance with his statement: A Sage who is presented 
with this piece of tissue should tear it to examine it. If there is 
blood inside it, the woman is ritually impure, and if not, she 
is pure. 


The Gemara compares this baraita to the ruling of the mishna: This 
statement is basically in accordance with the opinion of the Rab- 
bis in the mishna, but it is more far-reaching, i.e., more stringent, 
than that ruling of the Rabbis. It is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, as they say that opening of the womb is possible 
without a discharge of blood, whereas Rabbi Yehuda maintains 
that opening of the womb is impossible without a discharge of 
blood. But the ruling of the baraita is more far-reaching than that 
ruling of the Rabbis, as they hold that if blood emerges with the 
piece of tissue, then yes, the woman is impure, but ifblood is found 
inside the piece of tissue, she is not impure; and Sumakhos holds 
that even if blood is found inside the piece, the woman is impure. 
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And it is taught in another baraita with regard to a woman who 
discharges an amorphous piece of tissue, that Rabbi Aha says: 
One tears it open, and if its interior looks red, even if it contains 
no blood, the woman is impure;" and if it does not have a red 
appearance, she is pure. 


The Gemara compares this baraita to the aforementioned opinion 
of Sumakhos: This ruling of Rabbi Aha is basically in accordance 
with the opinion of Sumakhos, as Rabbi Aha also requires that 
the interior of the piece of tissue must be examined to see if there 
is blood on the inside, but it is more far-reaching than the opinion 
of Sumakhos, as Rabbi Aha deems the woman impure even if 
the piece of tissue merely looks red on the inside but does not 
contain blood. 


And it is taught in another baraita with regard to a woman who 
discharges an amorphous piece of tissue, that Rabbi Binyamin 
says one tears it open to examine it. If it contains a bone, it is 
considered a fetus, and its mother is impure with the impurity of 
a woman who gave birth. Rav Hisda says: And this applies in the 
case of a white piece" of flesh; only in such a situation does the 
existence of a bone render it a fetus. And likewise, when a pair of 
Torah scholars came from Hadyab,’ they came and brought a 
baraita with them: In the case of a woman who discharges a white 
piece of tissue, one tears it open to examine it, and if it contains a 
bone, its mother is impure with the impurity of a woman who 
gave birth. 


Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: 
With regard to a woman who discharges an amorphous piece of 
tissue, one tears it open to examine it. If it contains a quantity of 
accumulated blood," the woman is impure; and if not, she is pure. 
The Gemara comments: This is basically in accordance with the 
opinion of Sumakhos, that blood found inside the piece of tissue 
renders the woman impure, but it is more lenient than all the previ- 
ous opinions, i.e., Sumakhos and Rabbi Aha, as according to Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai the woman is rendered impure only if there is a 
quantity of accumulated blood. 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya asked Rabbi Zeira: In the case of a woman who 
inserted a tube into her vagina and sees blood, i.e., she found blood 
in the tube," what is the halakha? Rabbi Yirmeya clarified his ques- 
tion: Since it is stated: “And if a woman has an issue, and her issue 
in her flesh is blood, she shall be in her impurity seven days” (Leviti- 
cus 15:19), perhaps the Merciful One states in this verse that the 
woman is impure only if the blood is discharged through “her flesh” 
and not through a tube. Or perhaps this term: “In her flesh,” is 
necessary to teach the halakha that a woman becomes impure by 
finding blood inside her vagina just as she becomes impure by 
experiencing bleeding outside her vagina, i.e., once the blood enters 
the vaginal canal from the uterus the woman is ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 


In the case of a white piece - mab TXT: In a case wherea A woman who sees blood in the tube - nisawa o7 AKT: 


woman discharges a white piece of tissue, and it is torn open for 
examination and a bone is found inside, the woman is impure 
with the status of a woman who gave birth. Since it is uncertain 
whether the fetus is male or female, she observes the period of 
impurity established in the Torah for a woman who gives birth to 
a female (Shakh). This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Binyamin, as explained by Rav Hisda (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:4, and see Maggid Mishne and Kesef Mishne 


there). 


If a woman inserted a tube into her vagina, and blood came out, 
she is ritually pure. This is because it is derived from the verse: 
“Her discharge in her flesh is blood,” that a woman is impure 
only if she finds blood in her body, which is the normal way that 
women find blood, as it is not the norm for a woman to find blood 
in a tube. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:16; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 188:3). 


NOTES 

If its interior looks red the woman is impure - 73in ON 
map DTNA: The Gemara states that this is at variance 
with the Rabbis in the mishna. According to this opinion, 
if the interior of the piece of tissue is red, the woman 
is impure even if the exterior does not look red. If the 
exterior looks red, even if the interior is not red, the 
woman is impure. 


Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai...if it contains accumulated blood — 131 vax 
TAN OTD w OS. ayawan ow janis: This ruling 
apparently contradicts Rabbi Yohanan’s earlier state- 
ment (21a), that if the piece of tissue has the appearance 
of one of the four types of impure blood, the woman 
is impure, but otherwise the woman is pure. He does 
not require that the piece of tissue must be torn for 
examination. Some commentaries explain that Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement here is not his own opinion, but 
that of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai. Rabbi Yohanan’s own 
opinion is cited earlier. 


BACKGROUND 

Hadyab - a*m: Hadyab is a region in northern Syria 
adjacent to the Tigris River. During the period before 
the destruction of the Second Temple, there existed 
in the region a small autonomous kingdom under the 
supreme rule of the Parthian Empire. Its monarchs, 
Queen Heleni and her sons Munbaz and Izates, con- 
verted to Judaism. 


| Persian 
Gulf 


Location of Hadyab 
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HALAKHA 

Where the piece of tissue is cracked — wibp ops: 
If a woman discharges an amorphous piece of tis- 
sue that has blood in it, even if the piece of tissue is 
cracked and the blood in the cracks comes in contact 
with the woman's body, she is pure, as menstrual 
blood does not normally emerge this way. This is in 
accordance with the Gemara’s interpretation of the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
188:3). 
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Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Yirmeya: The Merciful One states: “In 
her flesh,” meaning that the woman is impure only if the blood is 
discharged through “her flesh” and not through a tube. As, if the 
term “in her flesh” is necessary to teach that a woman becomes 
impure by finding blood inside her vagina just as by seeing blood 
outside her vagina, if so, let the verse say: In the flesh. What is the 
significance of the fact that the verse states: “In her flesh”? Conclude 
two conclusions from the term, both that a woman becomes impure 
by the presence of blood inside her vagina, and that a woman who 
experiences bleeding that emerged through a tube is ritually pure. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say in the name of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: With regard to a woman who discharges 
an amorphous piece of tissue, one tears it open to examine it; if it 
contains a quantity of accumulated blood, the woman is impure, 
and if not, she is pure? If a woman who sees blood that emerged 
inside a piece of tissue becomes impure, the same should apply to a 
woman who sees blood that emerged through a tube. 


The Gemara responds: How can these cases be compared? There, 
with regard to a piece of tissue, the woman is impure, as it is the 
manner of a woman to see blood inside such a piece of tissue. 
Therefore, this blood fulfills the condition stated in the verse: “In her 
flesh.’ By contrast, here, in the case of a tube, the woman should not 
be impure, as it is not the manner of a woman to see blood that 
emerged through a tube. 


The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that the halakha in the case ofa 

tube is subject to a dispute between tanna’im? As it is taught in a 

baraita: With regard to a woman who discharges an amorphous 

piece of tissue, even though the piece is full of blood, if there is 

blood on the outside that emerges with it, the woman is impure; 

and if not, she is pure. Rabbi Eliezer says: The term “in her flesh” 
teaches that a woman is rendered impure only by blood that emerges 

through direct contact with her flesh, and not by blood that emerges 

in a gestational sac, nor by blood that emerges in an amorphous 

piece of tissue. 


The Gemara interrupts its citation of the baraita and asks: Isn’t the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer identical to that of the first tanna? The first 
tanna also says that a woman does not become impure due to blood 
found in a piece of tissue. Rather, the entire baraita is the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, and one must say that the baraita should read as fol- 
lows: Even if the piece of tissue is full ofblood the woman is pure, as 
Rabbi Eliezer says that the term “in her flesh” teaches that a woman 
is rendered impure only by blood that emerges through direct con- 
tact with her flesh, and not by blood that emerges in a gestational 
sac, nor by blood that emerges in a piece of tissue. 


The baraita continues: And the Rabbis say: If there is blood in the 
piece of tissue, this is not menstrual blood, but rather the blood 
of the piece of tissue. The Gemara asks: Doesn't the first tanna 
also deem the woman pure? What is the difference between the 
opinion of the Rabbis and that of the first tanna? The Gemara 
answers: Rather, the difference between the opinion of the first 
tanna and that of the Rabbis is with regard to a case where the piece 
of tissue is cracked," and its blood comes in direct contact with the 
woman's body. 


The first tanna holds that the term “in her flesh” teaches that a 
woman is rendered impure only by blood that emerges through direct 
contact with her flesh, and not by blood that emerges in a gestational 

sac, nor by blood that emerges in a piece of tissue. And the same is 

true with regard to blood that emerges through a tube. But this 

statement applies only ina case where the piece of tissue is smooth, 
but if it is cracked, the woman is impure. What is the reason for 
this exception? Since the blood comes in direct contact with the 

woman’ flesh, we read the term “in her flesh” with regard to it, i.e., 
it fulfills that condition. 
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And the Rabbis come to say: Even though the piece of tissue is 
cracked, the woman is pure, as this is not menstrual blood but 
rather the blood of the piece of tissue. It can be inferred from 
here that if the blood is menstrual blood, the woman is certainly 
impure, and this is true even if the blood emerges through a tube. 
Accordingly, the halakha in the case of a tube is subject to a dispute 
between tanna’im. 


Abaye says that this suggestion should be rejected: In the case of a 
tube, everyone agrees that the woman is pure, as derived from the 
term “in her flesh.” 


When they disagree, it is with regard to the case of blood that is 
found in a piece of tissue. One Sage, the first tanna, who follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, holds that it is the manner of a woman 
to see menstrual blood in a piece of tissue that she discharges. 
Therefore, the term “in her flesh” applies to the blood in the cracks. 
And one Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds that it is not the manner ofa 
woman to see menstrual blood in a piece of tissue that she dis- 
charges. Therefore, the blood found in the piece of tissue is not 
considered menstrual blood, and it does not render the woman 
impure. 


Rava says there is another explanation of this dispute: Everyone, 
both the first tanna and the Rabbis, agrees that it is not the manner 
of a woman to see menstrual blood in a piece of tissue that she 
discharges. Consequently, the blood that emerges from the cracks 
in the piece of tissue is not considered menstrual blood, and it does 
not render the woman impure. 


And here, they disagree as to whether it is possible that the woman 
herself is pure but the location of the source, i.e., the uterus, is 
impure. As Rabbi Eliezer holds that the woman is pure, i.e., she 
was not rendered a menstruating woman with the discharge of 
the blood, but the blood is impure, despite the fact that it emerged 
in a piece of tissue, as it emerged through the source, which is 
impure. Therefore, when the blood comes into contact with the 
woman's body she contracts first-degree impurity, and the woman 
subsequently transmits impurity to foods that she touches. And the 
Rabbis hold that the woman is entirely pure, and the location of 
the source is also pure. Therefore, pure food that she touches is not 
rendered impure. 


§ Rabba asked Rav Huna a similar question to the case of the tube: 
With regard to a man who sees semen? by extracting it from his 
penis with a sliver of wood," what is the halakha? Does he assume 
the impurity status of one who experiences a seminal emission? The 
Gemara explains the question. The verse states: “A man from whom 
the flow of semen emerges” (Leviticus 22:4). Since the Merciful 
One states: “From whom,’ is it derived that the man is not impure 
unless the semen emerges from his flesh by itself, and not when it 
is extracted with a sliver of wood? Or perhaps from this term: 
“From whom,’ it is derived merely that the man is not impure unless 
his impurity, i.e., his semen, emerges outside his body, but he is 
impure even if this is achieved with a sliver of wood. 


BACKGROUND 


A man who sees semen - *1) bya: When a man 
experiences a seminal emission, whether involuntarily, 
intentionally, or during sexual intercourse, he becomes 
ritually impure. To purify himself, he must immerse 
in a ritual bath, and after nightfall on the day of his 
immersion he again becomes ritually pure (see Leviticus 
15:16-17). While he is ritually impure, it is prohibited for 
him to enter the Temple Mount and to come in contact 
with various sacred items such as teruma. Ezra insti- 
tuted that one who experienced a seminal emission 
was prohibited from engaging in Torah study, praying, 
or reciting Shema until he immersed himself. In subse- 
quent generations that ordinance was repealed, and 
one who experienced a seminal emission was permit- 
ted to engage in all those activities without immersion. 
This remains the prevalent custom. 


HALAKHA 

Aman who sees semen with a sliver of wood — nying 
D02217: A man who experiences a seminal emission 
is impure only if the semen leaves his body and comes 
in contact with the tip of the penis, as it is stated in the 
verse: “A man from whom the flow of semen emerges.’ 
Accordingly, one is impure even if he extracted the 
semen with a needle, provided the semen comes in 
contact with the tip of the penis. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 5:1, and see 
Ra'avad there). 
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BACKGROUND 


Gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva] - 72: Gonorrhea 
is a sexually transmitted disease caused by the bacte- 
ria Neisseria gonorrhoeae. The bacteria causes severe 
infection of the sexual organs, and one of its primary 
symptoms is a thin or thick mucous discharge from 
these organs. Traces of these discharges can also be 
found in the urine of infected persons. According to 
some researchers, this is the disease associated with the 
status known in halakha as zav. It is also possible that 
the zav is afflicted with a different, similar condition. 


HALAKHA 

So too a seminal emission negates — 2 y% Nsw AK 
‘snip: If a zav experiences a seminal emission during his 
count of seven clean days, that day alone is negated, 
after which he completes his count and brings his offer- 
ing. For example, if he experiences a seminal emission 
on the fifth day of his count, he counts three days after 
that day, immerses in a ritual bath on the third day, and 
brings his offering on the fourth day (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:2). 


LANGUAGE 


Bits of [tzahtzohei] — nixny: Some interpret this word 
based on the Arabic gland, dahdah, which means a 
tiny amount of liquid. 
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Rav Huna said to Rabba: Derive that the man is pure from the fact 
that semen itself becomes impure only in a case where the dis- 
charge is substantial enough to cause a blockage of the tip of the 
penis." Since this amount cannot be extracted with a sliver of wood, 
it is not impure. 


Rabba replied to Rav Huna: Since a minimum measure is required 
for this impurity, is this to say that the reason a man who experi- 
ences a seminal emission is impure is that his penis touches the 
semen after it is emitted? If he was rendered impure merely by the 
emission of the semen then no minimum measure would apply, as 
is the halakha with regard to a menstruating woman. But if that is 
so, then a seminal emission should not negate the count of seven 
clean days for a man who experienced a gonorrhea-like discharge 
[ziva]. A zav does not stop his counting when he touches a source 
of impurity, e.g., the carcass of a creeping animal. 


If so, why is it taught in a baraita: It is derived from the verse’s jux- 
taposition between a zav and one who experienced a seminal emis- 
sion: “This is the law of the zav, and of one from whom the flow 
of semen emerges” (Leviticus 15:32), that just as ziva during the 
seven clean days negates the count, so too, a seminal emission 
negates" the count. If it is not the emission itself that renders the 
man impure but only his contact with the semen, why does the 
emission negate the count of seven clean days? 


Rav Huna said to Rabba in response: The halakha of negation is 
not difficult, as this is the reason that a seminal emission negates 
the count of seven clean days: Because it is impossible for a zav 
to experience a seminal emission without it containing bits of 
[tzahtzohei|' ziva. 


Rabba further objected: If that is so, then a seminal emission should 
negate the entire count of seven clean days, just like an emission of 
ziva, not merely the day on which the seminal emission occurred. 
But then why is it taught in the baraita: It is derived from the verse: 

“This is the law of the zav, and of one from whom the flow of semen 
emerges, so that he is impure by it” (Leviticus 15:32), that just 
as ziva during the seven clean days negates the count, so too, a 
seminal emission negates the count. 


The baraita continues: If a seminal emission is compared to ziva, 
then it might be suggested that just as ziva negates the entire count 
of seven days, so too, a seminal emission should also negate the 
entire count of seven days. Therefore, the verse states: “So that he 
is impure by it,” to teach that in the case of a seminal emission you 
have a negation of the count that is equivalent only to the impurity 
that is stated by it, i.e., impurity for one day. Accordingly, a seminal 
emission negates only one day of the count, not the entire count. 
This apparently contradicts Rav Huna’s statement that the reason a 
seminal emission negates the count at all is that the seminal emission 
of a zav always contains ziva. 


NOTES 


That semen itself becomes impure only in a blockage of the tip 
of the penis - Taxt 5 nnna Kyy wavn ix iayy KT: The 
early commentaries disagree with regard to the meaning of this 
halakha and its ramification in a case where semen is extracted 
with a needle. Some explain that the minimum amount of semen 
that is impure is an amount substantial enough to block the tip 
of the penis. Therefore, since the needle itself takes up part of the 
area of the tip, the extracted amount is not enough. Accordingly, 
it makes no difference whether or not there is a hole in the needle 


(Rashi; Hiddushei Tzemah Tzedek). By contrast, other commentaries 
explain that for the semen to render the man impure it must 
touch the tip of the penis. Therefore, if it came out through a 
hollow needle and did not touch the tip of the penis, the man 
remains pure. In their opinion, the needle in question is one that 
has a hole in it through which the semen is discharged. Since 
the needle interposes between the semen and the tip, the man 
is not impure (Rashba; Meiri; Tosefot HaRosh; Tosefot Hakhmei 
Angliyya). 
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Rav Huna said to Rabba: It is a Torah edict that an emission that is 
purely ziva, when semen is not mixed in it, negates the entire 
count of seven days, whereas bits of ziva in which some semen is 
mixed negate only one day of the count. 


§ Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, asked Rabbi Elazar: If a 
woman discharges dry blood," what is the halakha? Does she have 
the status of a menstruating woman? The Gemara explains the 
dilemma: Since the Merciful One states: “And if a woman has a 
flow of her blood many days” (Leviticus 15:25), does this indicate 
that the woman is not impure unless the blood flows, i.e., ifit is wet, 
yes, she is impure, whereas if it is dry she is not impure? Or perhaps 
this phrase: “If a woman has a flow of her blood,’ is merely referring 
to the normal manner that menstrual blood emerges, but actually 
even dry blood renders the woman impure. 


Rabbi Elazar said to him: You learned the solution to your dilemma 

in a mishna (54b): The blood of a menstruating woman and the 

flesh of a corpse" impart impurity whether they are wet or dry. 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said to him in response: I do not 

raise the dilemma about blood that was wet when it came out and 

subsequently dried, as such blood is certainly impure. When I raise 

the dilemma, it is with regard to blood that was dry at the outset, 
when it emerged. 


Rabbi Elazar responded: You learned the solution to this dilemma 
as well, in the mishna here: In the case of awoman who discharges 
an item similar to a shell," or similar to a hair, or similar to soil, or 
similar to mosquitoes, if these are red, she should cast them into 
water to ascertain their nature. 


HALAKHA 


Dry blood - way D7: Ifa woman experiences a discharge of blood 
from her uterus, she is impure, whether the blood is wet or dry 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:1 
and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a188:4). 


And the flesh of a corpse — nan War: An olive-bulk of flesh from 
a corpse imparts impurity just like a complete corpse, whether 
it is moist or it is as dry as earthenware (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:1). 


A woman who discharges an item similar to a shell, etc. - 
^3) nap pos bout: A woman who discharges blood, whether 
itis wet ordry, | is ritually i impure. Even if a woman discharges a red 
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item similar to a shell, hair, or mosquito, she is impure, but only if 
his item can be dissolved within twenty-four hours in lukewarm 
water that stays lukewarm for that entire period. The required 
emperature of the water is that of water that was drawn from 
a river or a well in the summer and was kept indoors. This is the 
required temperature in the winter as well. It is no higher than 
he temperature of saliva (Beit Yosef, citing Ritva). If the discharged 
item is not dissolved within twenty-four hours, even if one can 
mash it against his nails, the woman is pure. If one cannot mash it 
against his nails, the woman is certainly pure, and it is unnecessary 


Yoreh Dea 188:4). 


o examine the item by soaking it in water (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:14, and see Maggid Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, 


MINKI IPR TKA -M OX 
Bamna- KTI 9 
T YY 


If they dissolved, it is blood, and the woman is impure; and if not, 
she is ritually pure. Evidently, dry blood is impure, as these items 
are all dry until they are soaked in water. The Gemara asks: If so, 
that dry blood is impure, these items are impure also in a case where 
they do not dissolve in water. Why is this examination necessary 
at all? Rabba says: In a case where they do not dissolve, this 
indicates that the item is not blood at all; rather, itis a distinct entity. 
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BACKGROUND 
Tivin — pyav: Tivin is identified as modern-day Tivon, 
in the northern Jezreel Valley, southwest of Tiberias. 


Location of Tivin 


Yavne — 7133»: Yavne is located slightly more than 1 km 
from the Mediterranean coast, due west of Jerusalem. 
lt is identified with Yavne’el, mentioned in the Bible 
as a city in the tribal lands of Judah. It was a Philistine 
city for many years, and it is listed as one of the cities 
whose walls were breached by King Uzziah of Judah. 

Later Yavne was conquered by Vespasian during 
the campaign to quash the Great Revolt that cul- 
minated in the destruction of the Second Temple. It 
seems that several Sages who did not support the 
revolt settled there. When Rabban Yohanan ben Zak- 
kai joined them, Yavne became the spiritual center of 
Eretz Yisrael and the seat of the Sanhedrin for many 
years, apparently until the bar Kokheva rebellion. The 
main yeshiva there was called Kerem BeYavne, mean- 
ing the vineyard in Yavne. 


NOTES 


And the Sages asked the doctors — oxw Dam 
Dya: Some commentaries prove from here that 
one can rely on the opinion of an expert with regard 
to matters of ritual law. This applies even in cases of 
prohibitions by Torah law (Mekom Shmuel), and even 
with regard to prohibitions punishable by karet (Maha- 
rik). There are authorities who infer from the plural 
term doctors that one should rely only on several doc- 
tors, not on one alone. Some of these authorities also 
require that the doctors be Jewish (Responsa of the 
Bah). Others maintain that two doctors, one Jewish 
and the other gentile, suffice (Shevut Ya'akov). 


LANGUAGE 
Lukewarm [poshrin] — pawis: The original meaning 
of the root peh, shin, reish is apparently to melt, and it 
came to refer to any liquid that is neither hot nor cold. 
Some say that the Hebrew word for soak, heshra, is 
also connected to this root. 
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The Gemara asks with regard to these instances discussed in 
the mishna: But are there actually cases like this? The Gemara 
answers: Yes there are, and it is taught likewise in a baraita that 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok,’ says: My father raised two 
incidents from Tivin’ to the Sages in Yavne® for discussion. 


The first was an incident involving a woman who would repeatedly 
discharge items similar to red shells, and the local residents came 
and asked my father whether this rendered the woman impure. 
And my father asked the other Sages, and the Sages asked the 
doctors" what causes this to happen. And the doctors said to them: 
This woman has a wound in her womb from which she discharges 
red items similar to shells. The Sages therefore ruled that the 
woman should cast them into water to ascertain their nature. If 
they dissolved, it is blood and the woman is impure. 


And again there was a similar incident involving a woman who 
would discharge items similar to red hairs, and she came and 
asked my father whether she was impure. And my father asked 
the other Sages, and the Sages asked the doctors, and the doctors 
said to them: The woman has a mole in her womb from which 
she discharges items similar to red hairs. The Sages therefore 
ruled that the woman should cast them into water, and if they 
dissolved, she is impure. 


Q Reish Lakish says: And this examination is conducted only with 
lukewarm [uvefoshrin]: water. This is also taught in a baraita: The 
woman should cast the item into water, and this examination is 
conducted only with lukewarm water. Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel says: The woman mashes the item with saliva, using the fingers 
of one hand on a fingernail of her other hand. The Gemara asks: 
What is the difference between the two opinions? Ravina says: 
The difference between them is whether an item is considered 
blood if it can be mashed by pressing on it, or only if the item 
dissolves by itself. 


We learned in the mishna there (54b) with regard to an animal 
carcass or the carcass of a creeping animal that dried up, which is 
examined by soaking it in water to determine whether or not it still 
imparts impurity: For how long is its soaking in lukewarm water 
necessary? It is for a twenty-four-hour period. The Gemara asks: 
Here, with regard to the examination of an item discharged by a 
woman, what is the halakha? Do I need it to be soaked in lukewarm 
water for a twenty-four-hour period, or not? 


The Gemara explains the question: Perhaps with regard to a carcass 
ofa creeping animal and an unslaughtered animal carcass, which 
are hard when they dry up, we require soaking for a twenty-four- 
hour period, but blood, which is relatively soft after it dries up, 
does not need to be soaked for that long. In other words, if the item 
did not dissolve after even a shorter period of time, it is not blood. 
Or perhaps the examination of a discharged item is no different, 
and it also must be soaked for twenty-four hours. The Gemara 
concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rabbi Tzadok — pit¥ 127; The reference is apparently to Rabbi 
Tzadok the priest, who in his later years was one of the greatest 


Sages of Israel at the time of the destruction of 


It is said that he fasted frequently over the period of forty years 


prior to the destruction of the Temple as a p 
not be destroyed. The leader of that generatio 
ben Zakkai, held him in such high regard th 
the emperor Vespasian to procure a specia 


him, since he had become so emaciated by his fasts. Rabban 


PERSONALITIES 
been another person as righteous as him, Jerusalem would not 
have been destroyed. 

After the destruction of the Temple, Rabbi Tzadok resided in 
the town of Tivin. He maintained contact with the Sages of Yavne 
and would ask them questions and testify before them about 
various halakhic traditions. It is related that when he would visit 
Yavne, Rabban Gamliel HaNasi would honor him greatly, as did 
Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Eliezer, the greatest Sages of Yavne in 
that generation. 


the Second Temple. 


ea that the Temple 
n, Rabban Yohanan 
at he requested of 
doctor to care for 


Yohanan ben Zakkai also said of Rabbi Tzadok that if there had 
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Q The mishna teaches: In the case of a woman who discharges an 
item similar to fish" or to grasshoppers, repugnant creatures, or 
creeping animals, if blood emerges with it, the woman is impure, 
and if not, she is pure. The Gemara asks: But let Rabbi Yehuda 
disagree with the Rabbis with regard to this halakha as well, just 
as he disagrees with them in the first clause of the mishna, in the 
case where a woman discharges an amorphous piece of tissue, as he 
maintains that she is impure whether or not blood emerges with it. 


Reish Lakish says: This case is also subject to the dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, and the opinion cited in the mishna 
is that of the Rabbis. And Rabbi Yohanan says: You may even say 
that the ruling of the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as when Rabbi Yehuda says that the woman is 
impure even if blood does not emerge, it is only there, in the case 
of an amorphous piece of tissue, as the blood is likely to dry and 
turn into the form of a piece of tissue. But blood is not likely to 
become the form of a creature, such as a fish or a grasshopper. 


The Gemara challenges: But this is difficult according to that ver- 
sion in which Rabbi Yohanan says that Rabbi Yehuda and the 
Rabbis disagree with regard to whether opening of the womb is 
impossible without a discharge of blood" (see 21b). Since Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that blood automatically emerges whenever the 
womb opens, and therefore the woman is impure even if she did not 
notice any blood, he should disagree with the Rabbis in this case 
too, i.e., ifa woman discharges an item similar to a fish or one of the 
other creatures. 


The Gemara answers: The one who teaches that version of the 
above discussion teaches an alternative version of Rabbi Yohanan’s 
opinion here as well, like this: With regard to a woman who dis- 
charges an item similar to fish, or to grasshoppers, repugnant crea- 
tures, or creeping animals, Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish both 
say that this case is subject to a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
and the Rabbis, and the opinion stated in the mishna is that of 
the Rabbis. 


§ The mishna teaches: In the case of a woman who discharges 
tissue in the form of a type of domesticated animal, undomesti- 
cated animal, or bird, whether of a kosher or non-kosher species, if 
it is male, the woman observes the periods of impurity and purity 
for a woman who gives birth to a male. If it is female, the woman 
observes the periods of impurity and purity for a woman who gives 
birth to a female. And if its sexis unknown, the woman observes the 
strictures of a woman who gave birth to both a male and a female. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: What is the reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, that a woman who discharges a fetus in the 
form of an animal has the same status as one who discharges a fetus 
with human form or gives birth to a human? It is since the Torah 
uses a similar formulation in the two cases, as a term of formation 
is stated with regard to the creation of these types of animals, in 
the verse: “And out of the ground the Lord God formed every ani- 
mal of the field, and every fowl of the air” (Genesis 2:19), just as it 
is stated with regard to the creation of man: “And the Lord God 
formed man” (Genesis 2:7). 


HALAKHA 


A woman who discharges an item similar to fish, etc. - nba shape of the discharged item, as the halakhic authorities today 
"131 037 pad: If a woman discharged an item similar to a grass- are not proficient in the differences between the different forms 
hopper, fish, repugnant creature, or creeping animal, the woman of discharged items (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:15; 
is impure only if blood emerged with it; otherwise, she is pure. Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 194:3). 

Nowadays, the woman is considered impure regardless of the 


NOTES 

Rabbi Yohanan says they disagree... whether open- 
ing of the womb is impossible without blood — vax 
IDAR oF Xa agpT MENS Wo 1N. PIT 
According to the standard version of the Gemara on 
21b, it is Rav Yehuda, not Rabbi Yohanan, who says this. 
Nevertheless, apparently the correct version is that this 
statement was issued by Rabbi Yohanan, as indicated 
by the Gemara here. 
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BACKGROUND 

Leprosy of houses — OM 1933: By Torah law (see Leviticus 
14:33-57), if leprous marks appear in a house, all the items 
in the house must be removed in order to prevent them 
rom becoming ritually impure in the event that the house 
is declared impure. A priest is then brought to examine 
he house. If he confirms that the marks are leprous, the 
house is left uninhabited for a week, after which it is reex- 
amined. If the leprous marks darken or disappear, the house 
is declared ritually pure. If the marks are unchanged, the 
house is quarantined for a second week, after which it is 
reexamined. If by that point the marks have darkened, the 
house is ritually impure and must undergo a purification 
process involving birds, cedarwood, and scarlet thread, 
similar to the purification process through which a lep- 
rous person is purified. But if the marks have remained 
unchanged, the affected parts of the house are removed 
and replaced with new construction materials, after which 
the house is quarantined a third time. If the marks reappear, 
the entire house must be destroyed, and its stones are dis- 
posed of in a ritually impure place. If they do not reappear, 
the house undergoes a purification process. 


NOTES 


And the priest shall return, and the priest shall come - 
1397 81477377 AWW": The verses could lead to the conclusion 

hat if the priest comes in the second week after the initial 

discovery of the leprosy and finds that the leprosy spread 

hrough the walls of the house, he orders the demolition 

of the house. But based on the verbal analogy, it is derived 

hat the priest conducts himself in the second week as he 

did in the first week: He orders the affected area cut and 

hat area of the wall plastered. The house is then quaran- 
ined for another week. 
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The Gemara asks: If that is so, then with regard to a woman who 
discharges an item with the form of a sea monster, its mother 
should be impure with the impurity of a woman after childbirth, 
since the concept of formation is stated with regard to its creation, 
just as it is stated with regard to the creation of man. As it is stated: 
“And God created the great sea monsters” (Genesis 1:21). 


The Sages say in response: One derives halakhot of a matter with 
regard to which formation is stated by means of a verbal analogy 
from another matter with regard to which formation is stated, but 
one does not derive halakhot of a matter with regard to which 
creation is stated from a matter with regard to which formation 
is stated. 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there between formation and 

creation? A verbal analogy can be drawn between different words 

with similar meanings. For example, the school of Rabbi Yishmael 

taught a verbal analogy with regard to leprosy of houses.® The verse 

states: “And the priest shall return [veshav] on the seventh day” 
(Leviticus 14:39), and another verse with regard to the priest's visit 

seven days later states: “And the priest shall come" [uva] and look” 
(Leviticus 14:44). This returning and this coming have the same 

meaning, and one can therefore derive by verbal analogy that the 

halakha that applies if the leprosy had spread at the conclusion 

of the first week applies if it had spread again by the end of the 

following week. 


And furthermore, the halakha of awoman who discharges an item 
similar to a sea monster, with regard to which creation is stated, can 
be derived by a different verbal analogy from the halakha of human 
offspring, since here it also states creation, as it is written: “And 
God created man in His own image” (Genesis 1:27). 


The Sages say in response: The verse “And God created man” is 
necessary to teach the matter itself, i.e., the creation of man. By 
contrast, the term “And the Lord God formed man,’ serves to 
render it free, i.e., the mention of the formation of man is superflu- 
ous in its context and was stated for the purpose of establishing a 
verbal analogy. And therefore one derives the halakhot of animals, 
with regard to which formation is stated, from the halakhot of man, 
with regard to which formation is stated. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: On the contrary, one can say that 
the verse “And the Lord God formed man” was stated to teach the 
matter itself, whereas the term “And God created man” serves to 
render it free; and therefore one derives the halakhot of sea mon- 
sters, with regard to which creation is stated, from the halakhot of 
man, with regard to which creation is stated. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the reason it is animals and not sea 
monsters that are compared to man is that the term “and... formed” 
is free on both sides, i.e., it is free with regard to man and it is free 
with regard to animals. By contrast, the term “and...created” is 
free with regard to man, but it is not free with regard to sea 
monsters. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the term “and... formed” 
that appears with regard to animals is considered free? If we say it 

is due to the fact that it is written: “And God made the animals of 
the earth after its kind, and the cattle after their kind, and everything 

that creeps on the ground after its kind” (Genesis 1:25), and it is 

similarly written: “And out of the ground the Lord God formed 

every animal of the field” (Genesis 2:19), and therefore this verse 

is superfluous, but with regard to the sea monster as well, the 

expression “and... created” is free, as it is written: “And God made... 
and everything that creeps on the ground after its kind” (Genesis 

1:25), and it is also written: “And God created the great sea mon- 
sters.” Consequently, the term “and... created” is also free on both 

sides of the verbal analogy. 
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The Gemara answers: The creeping animal that is written there is 
referring to creeping animals of the land, not of the sea. Therefore, 
the term: “And... created,” stated with regard to sea monsters is 
not superfluous. The Gemara asks: But what difference is there 
between a verbal analogy that is free on one side and a verbal 
analogy that is free on both sides? 


The Gemara answers: The difference is with regard to that which 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel says in the name of Rabbi Yishmael, 
with regard to the exegetical principle of verbal analogy: With regard 
to any verbal analogy that is not free at all, one cannot derive 
halakhot from it. If the verbal analogy is free on one side, according 
to Rabbi Yishmael one can derive halakhot from it, and one cannot 
refute it through logic, even if there are valid counterarguments. 
According to the Rabbis, one can derive halakhot from it, but 
one can also refute it logically if there are grounds to distinguish 
between the two cases. If a verbal analogy is free on both sides,” 
everyone agrees that one can derive halakhot from it and one 
cannot refute it logically. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yishmael, what differ- 
ence is there between a verbal analogy that is free on one side and 
a verbal analogy that is free on both sides? In both cases, he holds 
that one can derive halakhot from it and one cannot refute it. The 
Gemara answers: He holds that the difference is that in a case where 
there are two mutually exclusive verbal analogies, one that is free 
on one side and one that is free on both sides, we disregard the 
analogy that is free on one side, 


and derive the halakha from the analogy that is free on both sides. 
And it is for this reason that the Merciful One rendered the verbal 
analogy between animal and man free on both sides, so that one 
would not derive the halakha from the verbal analogy between sea 
monster and man, which is free on only one side. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, teaches in the name of Rabbi Elazar a more 
lenient version of the aforementioned principle of exegesis of verbal 
analogy: With regard to any verbal analogy that is not free at all, 
one can derive halakhot from it, but one can also refute it logically. 
If the verbal analogy is free on one side, according to Rabbi Yish- 
mael one can derive halakhot from it, and one cannot refute it. 
According to the Rabbis, one can derive halakhot from it, but one 
can also refute it. If the verbal analogy is free on both sides, every- 
one agrees that one can derive halakhot from it and one cannot 
refute it. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, according to the Rabbis, what differ- 
ence is there between a verbal analogy that is free on one side and 
one that is not free at all? In both cases, the Rabbis hold that one 
can derive halakhot from such a verbal analogy but one can also 
refute it. 


The Gemara answers: The difference is in a case where you find two 
mutually exclusive verbal analogies, one that is free on one side and 
one that is not free at all, and neither does this one have a logical 
refutation nor does that one have a logical refutation. In such a 
case, we disregard the analogy that is not free at all, and we derive 
the halakha from the one that is free on one side. 


NOTES 
Free on both sides — piy »3W1 man: The reason that 
halakhot derived from a verbal analogy that is free on 
both sides cannot be refuted is that it is considered as 
though the halakha were written explicitly in the Torah 
(Rashi on Shabbat 64a). 


BACKGROUND 


Verbal analogy...free on both sides — ..mw mma 
PT IS nw maa: A verbal analogy is a fundamental 
rabbinic principle of biblical interpretation, appear- 
ing in all standard lists of exegetical principles. If the 
same word or phrase appears in two places in the 
Torah, and a certain halakha is explicitly stated in one 
of these places, the Sages may infer on the basis of 
verbal analogy that the same halakha must apply in 
the other case as well. In its simplest form, the verbal 
analogy is a type of linguistic interpretation by means 
of which the meaning of an obscure word or phrase is 
inferred on the basis of another occurrence of the same 
word or phrase in a clearer context. It is often used not 
only to determine the meaning of obscure words and 
phrases but to transfer entire halakhot from one con- 
text to another. Verbal analogies are unique among the 
exegetical principles in that they are based on verbal 
rather than conceptual similarity. For this reason there 
are several limitations placed on its use. For example, 
many hold that the analogy is binding only if the key 
words are free, or superfluous, in the sense that they 
are not needed as a source for some other halakha. If 
the key words are not superfluous, the verbal analogy 
may be refuted logically. 
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NOTES 
As it is stated, for He Who forms the mountains 
and creates the wind — D7 IP 737 2 MINI 
mn xyi: This verbal analogy cannot be refuted, as 
it is free on both sides, i.e., the word “forms” is super- 
fluous in its context, since the verse could have stated 
instead: For He Who creates the mountains and the 
wind (Tosafot; Tosefot HaRosh). 


It is a stone that she discharges - XP X71 Jax 
nban: An alternative explanation for the halakha 
that a woman who discharges an item that looks 
like a mountain is not impure is offered in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud: Although in other biblical contexts 
the concept of formation is written with regard to 
mountains, it is not so written in the context of the 
creation in Genesis. 


One does not derive matters stated in the Torah 
from the words of the tradition — myin 937 p37 px 
nap sara: Rashi (Hullin 137a) explains that the Torah 
was given to all generations, whereas each prophecy 
was issued for a specific generation. 
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The Gemara asks: And here, with regard to the verbal analogy 
between man and sea monster, which was rejected because it is free 
on only one side, what logical refutation is there on account of 
which this verbal analogy is rejected? The Gemara answers: The 
verbal analogy between man and sea monster is rejected because 
it can be refuted as follows: What is unique about man? Man is 
unique in that a person can become impure while he is alive, unlike 
an animal, which can become impure only after it dies, or a sea 
monster, which cannot become impure at all. 


And likewise, Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
This is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Meir, that a woman who 
discharges an item similar to a domesticated animal, an undomesti- 
cated animal, or a bird is impure: It is because formation is stated 
with regard to the creation of these animals, just as it is stated with 
regard to the creation of man. 


Rabbi Ami said to him: If that is so, then in the case of a woman 

who discharges an item that has the shape of a mountain, its 

mother should be impure with the impurity of a woman after child- 
birth, as it is stated with regard to the creation of mountains: “For 
He Who forms the mountains and creates the wind” (Amos 4:13)." 

Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said to him: Does she discharge a mountain? 
The discharged item cannot possibly be that large. It is an item with 

the form of a stone that she discharges," and that is called a clod, 
not a mountain. 


Rabbi Ami further inquired: If that is so, in the case of awoman who 
discharges an item having an amorphous form [ruah], its mother 
should be impure with the impurity of a woman after childbirth, 
since creation is stated with regard to it, just as it is stated with 
regard to man, as it is written: “And creates the wind [ruah]? And 
if you would say that no verbal analogy can be drawn here, because 
the verse is not free, i.e., it is not superfluous, as it is necessary to 
recount the creation of the wind, that is not so. Rabbi Ami explains: 
From the fact that the verse could have written: Who forms the 
mountains and the wind, and instead it is written: “Who forms the 
mountains and creates the wind,” conclude from it that the super- 
fluous word “creates” serves to render it free for drawing a verbal 
analogy between ruah and man. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Ami: One derives matters that 
are stated in the Torah from matters that are stated in the Torah, i.e., 
from verses in the Torah, but one does not derive matters that are 
stated in the Torah from the words of the tradition," i.e., verses in 
the Prophets or the Writings, such as the verse in Amos. 


§ Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This is the 
reason for the opinion of Rabbi Meir: Since the eyes of these ani- 
mals are similar to those of a human, a woman who discharges an 
item of that type is impure. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, then in the case of a woman who 
discharges an item that has the form ofa snake," its mother should 
likewise be impure with the impurity of a woman after childbirth, 
since the pupil ofa snake is round, like that ofa human. And ifyou 
would say that indeed, this is the halakha, then let the mishna teach 
this case of a woman who discharges an item that has the form of a 
snake among the other cases where the woman discharges an item 
of an unusual form. 


A woman who discharges the form of a snake - wna nwa nban: 
The Rambam maintains that a woman who discharges an item that 
has the form of a snake is impure with the impurity of a woman 
after childbirth, since the pupil of a snake is round, like that of a 
human. The Ra'avad holds that the woman is not impure, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The Maggid Mishne points 


HALAKHA 


out the apparent contradiction between the Rambam’s ruling in 
this case and his ruling in the case of a woman who discharges an 
item having the form of a domesticated animal, an undomesticated 
animal, or a bird, which follows the opinion of the Rabbis (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:10, and see Kesef Mishne 
there). 
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The Gemara explains: If the mishna had taught the case of a snake, 
I would say that it is only in the case of a woman who discharges an 
item having the form of a snake that the Rabbis disagree with 
Rabbi Meir and rule that the woman is not impure, as a term of 
formation is not written with regard to the creation of the snake. 
But with regard to a woman who discharges an item having the form 
of a domesticated animal or an undomesticated animal, they 
do not disagree with Rabbi Meir, as the concept of formation is 
written with regard to them. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But with regard to the halakhot of 
blemishes that render the slaughter of a firstborn animal permitted, 
it is taught in a mishna (Bekhorot 40a) that an animal whose pupil 
is round like that of a human™ is considered blemished. Evidently, 
the eyes of animals are dissimilar to those of humans. The Gemara 
answers that it is not difficult; this statement, that the eyes of ani- 
mals are similar to those of humans, is referring to the pupil, and 
that statement, that the eyes of animals are not similar to those of 
humans, is referring to the entire eyeball in the socket. 


§ Rabbi Yannai said: This is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir: It is because the eyes of these animals are fixed in the front 
of their heads like those of a human, unlike the eyes of birds and 
snakes, a woman who discharges an item of that kind is impure. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: But there is the case of a woman who 
discharges an item similar to a bird, whose eyes are not fixed in the 
front of its head, and nevertheless Rabbi Meir says that the woman 
is impure. This apparently contradicts Rabbi Yannai’s explanation. 
Abaye said: Rabbi Meir is referring to the little owl [bekarya] and 
the great owl [vekifofa],® whose eyes are fixed in the front of their 
heads, but in the case of a woman who discharges any of the other 
species of birds, Rabbi Meir does not deem her impure. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this answer from a baraita: 
Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says: The statement of Rabbi Meir 
seems correct in the case of a woman who discharges the form of 
a domesticated animal or an undomesticated animal, and the 
statement of the Rabbis seems correct in the case of birds. 


The Gemara asks: To what birds is Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus 

referring? If we say he is referring to the little owl and the great owl, 
what is the difference between this case and the cases of a domes- 
ticated animal or an undomesticated animal, with regard to which 

Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus accepts the opinion of Rabbi Meir? If 
the key factor is that their eyes are fixed in the front of their heads 

like those of a human, Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus should accept 

the opinion of Rabbi Meir in the case of a little owl or a great owl 

as well, as their eyes are also fixed in the front of their heads. 


Whose pupil [galgal eino] is round like that of a human -baw 
ois bwa diy jv: The normal pupil of an animal is not round like 
that of a human. If its pupil is round like that of a human, this is 
a blemish that disqualifies the animal from being brought as an 


HALAKHA 


the iris; if the entire eyeball is round like that of a human, that is 
not considered a blemish. The Kesef Mishne does note that the 
Rambam does not mention this distinction (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 2:2). 


offering. In the Kesef Mishne it is stated that galgal eino refers to 


BACKGROUND 


Whose pupil is round like that of a human — ivy bbs 
ors wa diy: 


Eye of a sheep, with rectangular pupil 


Little owl [karya] and great owl [kifofa] - K959) NTP: 
Several identifications have been suggested for the 
karya and kifofa, which are referred to in the Torah as the 
kos and the yanshuf, respectively (see Targum Onkelos 
on Leviticus 11:17). It is generally assumed that both are 
types of owls. Since the faces of these nocturnal birds 
have a peculiar appearance different from other birds of 
prey, seeing them in a dream is considered a bad sign. 


Barn owl, posited to be the kifofa 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yirmeya — m3% 37: Born in Babylonia, Rabbi 
Yirmeya was one of the leading amora‘im of the third and 
fourth generations. He studied in Babylonia in his youth, 
but soon thereafter immigrated to Eretz Yisrael, where he 
became a disciple of some of the most prominent Sages 
of the generation, Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Abbahu, who 
were the preeminent students of Rabbi Yohanan. Rabbi 
Yirmeya had a special dialectical method of great acuity, 
and he would pose provocative questions to his teachers 
and colleagues. Since these questions gave the impression 
that Rabbi Yirmeya was seeking to undermine the accepted 
conventions of halakhic dialectic, he was criticized, and was 
even removed from the study hall for a brief period (see 
Bava Batra 23b). Rabbi Yirmeya’s statements are quoted 
extensively in both the Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud, so much so that when the Babylonian Talmud 
simply says: They say in the West, i.e., in Eretz Yisrael, it gen- 
erally refers to the opinion of Rabbi Yirmeya. 


Rabbi Zeira — x +37: One of the greatest of the third- 
generation Babylonian amora’‘im, Rabbi Zeira was educated 
in the Babylonian tradition and studied mainly with the 
disciples of Rav and Shmuel. He immigrated to Eretz Yisrael, 
where he studied under Rabbi Yohanan and was a col- 
eague of Rabbi Yohanan’s foremost disciples. When Rabbi 
Zeira reached Eretz Yisrael he was extremely impressed by 
he method of learning he found there, which he adopted 
in full. Accordingly, he undertook one hundred fasts to help 
him forget the Babylonian method of learning. He also 
asted to prevent the fires of Gehenna from ruling over him. 
When he performed tests to see if fire would affect him, the 
calves of his legs were burned. For this reason he became 
nown as the short man with the scorched calves (Bava 
Metzia 85a). Rabbi Zeira was famous for his great piety, his 
modesty, and his affable and accommodating nature. He 
was greatly loved and honored by his peers. Rabbi Zeira 
had many disciples throughout Eretz Yisrael, and his state- 
ments are widely quoted in both the Babylonian Talmud 
and the Jerusalem Talmud. He had a son who was also a 
Sage, Rabbi Ahava. 
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Rather, it is obvious that when Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says 
that he does not accept the opinion of Rabbi Meir, he is referring 
to the other species of birds. From the fact that it is necessary 
for Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus to reject Rabbi Meir’s opinion 
in those cases, it may be concluded that Rabbi Meir himself dis- 
agrees with the Rabbis with regard to the other species of birds 
as well, despite the fact that their eyes are not fixed in the front of 
their heads. 


The Gemara explains that the baraita is incomplete, and this is 
what it is teaching: Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says: The state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir seems correct in the case of a domesticated 
animal or an undomesticated animal, and the same is true with 
regard to a little owl or a great owl. And the statement of the 
Rabbis appears correct even to Rabbi Meir with regard to the 
other species of birds. The reason is that even Rabbi Meir agrees 
that if a woman discharges an item that has the form of one of 
the other species of birds, she is not impure, i.e., he disagrees 
with them only with regard to a little owl or a great owl, but he 
concedes to their opinion with regard to the other species of birds. 


The Gemara cites proof for Abaye’s claim that Rabbi Meir differenti- 
ates between an owl and other species of birds, as it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: In the case 
of a woman who discharges an item that has the form of a type of 
domesticated animal or undomesticated animal, according to 
the statement of Rabbi Meir it has the halakhic status of a full- 
fledged offspring, and according to the statement of the Rabbis, 
it does not have the status of a full-fledged offspring. In the case of 
a woman who discharges an item that has the form of birds, it must 
be examined. 


The Gemara asks: According to whom must it be examined? Is 
this not referring to the statement of Rabbi Meir, who said that if 
a woman discharges an item that has the form of a little owl or a 
great owl, yes, she is impure, but if she discharges an item that has 
the form of other birds, she is not impure? Consequently, the item 
must be examined to determine what type of bird it resembles. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, said: No, this baraita does not prove that 
Rabbi Meir differentiates between owls and other species of birds, 
as perhaps the statement that the discharged item must be exam- 
ined applies according to the Rabbis, as they say that ifa woman 
discharges an item that has the form of a little owl or a great owl, 
yes, she is impure, but if a woman discharges an item that has the 
form of other birds, she is not impure. 


The Gemara asks: But if the Rabbis hold that a woman who dis- 
charges an item similar to a land animal is not impure, why would 
they hold that if she discharges an item that has the form of owls 

she is impure? What is the difference between a little owl and a 
great owl on the one hand, and a domesticated animal and an 
undomesticated animal on the other? The Gemara answers: Since 

owls have cheeks like those of a human, therefore a woman who 
discharges an item similar to an owl is impure, whereas if she dis- 
charges an item that has the form of a land animal she is pure, 
despite the fact that their eyes are fixed in the front of their heads. 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya’ asked Rabbi Zeira:” According to Rabbi Meir, 
who said that an animal in the womb of a woman is considered a 
full-fledged offspring, what is the halakha in a case where it is a 
female, and her father accepted betrothal for her, i.e., he married 
her off by accepting betrothal money from a man, or a document 
of betrothal? Is such a betrothal valid? Rabbi Yirmeya elaborated: 
What practical difference is there whether it is valid? The differ- 
ence is with regard to whether it is prohibited for the man to marry 
her sister. If the betrothal is valid, it is prohibited for the husband 
to marry her sister, as one may not marry his wife's sister. 
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The Gemara asks: Is this to say that such an offspring can live? This 
factor is important, as a man is prohibited from marrying his wife’s 
sister only during his wife’s lifetime. But doesn’t Rav Yehuda say 
that Rav says: Rabbi Meir said that a woman who discharges an 
item that has the form of an animal is impure only since there are 
other animals of its type that can live, i.e., there are animals similar 
to the discharged item that do survive, but not that creature itself. 
Rav Aha bar Ya’akov says: Rabbi Yirmeya tried this hard to cause 
Rabbi Zeira to laugh, but he did not laugh. In other words, Rabbi 
Yirmeya was not asking his question seriously. 


The Gemara discusses the matter itself. Rav Yehuda says that Rav 
says: Rabbi Meir said that a woman who discharges an item that 
has the form of an animal is impure only since there are animals of 
its type that can live. Rav Yirmeya of Difti says: 


We, too, learn in a mishna (Bekhorot 46a) that the fetus of a woman 

that has the form of an animal cannot survive: In the case of a 

woman who had previously discharged a fetus with the appearance 

similar to that of a domesticated animal, an undomesticated 

animal, or bird before giving birth to any children, and subse- 
quently she gives birth to a son, the son is considered a firstborn 

with regard to the halakhot of inheritance, but he does not require 

redemption, as the fetus is considered a full-fledged offspring in that 

regard. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: 

The son is not exempted from the requirement of redemption from 

a priest unless it follows the birth of a fetus that takes the form of 
a person; otherwise, it is not considered the offspring that “opens 

the womb” (Exodus 13:2), and the son requires redemption as a 

firstborn. 


And in the case of a woman who discharges a fetus in the form 
of a sandal fish,® or from whom an afterbirth or a gestational 
sac in which tissue developed emerged, or who delivered a fetus 
that emerged in pieces, the son that follows them is considered a 
firstborn with regard to inheritance but is not a firstborn with 
regard to redemption from a priest.’ The Gemara explains the 
proof: And if it enters your mind that a fetus that has the form of 
an animal can survive, is the son that follows it a firstborn with 
regard to inheritance? 


Rava said, in rejection of this proof: Actually, it is possible that a 
fetus shaped like an animal can survive; but it is different there, 
with regard to inheritance. The son that follows such a fetus has the 
status of a firstborn, as the verse states with regard to the inheri- 
tance of a firstborn: “By giving him a double portion of all that he 
has; for he is the first fruits of his strength [ono]; the right of the 
firstborn is his” (Deuteronomy 21:17). It is derived from the verse 
that the status of a firstborn applies only to a son over whose death 
a father would mourn. The word ono is interpreted homiletically 
based on its similarity to the word onen, acute mourner. This off- 
spring that has the form of an animal is therefore excluded, as its 
father would not mourn over its death. 


NOTES 


Is a firstborn with regard to inheritance but is not a firstborn 
with regard to a priest — mio Vina 1X) mond sina: The Torah 
states two halakhot with regard to a firstborn: He must be 
redeemed through payment of five sela to a priest, and he receives 
a portion double that of his brothers in his father’s inheritance. The 
definition of a firstborn differs with regard to these two matters. A 


firstborn must be redeemed if he opened the womb of his mother, 


i.e., he is her firstborn. Such a firstborn requires redemption even 
if he is not the firstborn of his father, i.e., a man who has multiple 
wives must redeem the firstborn of each. Conversely, with regard 
to the halakhot of inheritance, it is the father’s firstborn son who 
receives a double share, even if he is not his mother’s firstborn, as 
it is stated in the verse: “For he is the first fruits of his strength, the 
right of the firstborn is his” (Deuteronomy 21:17). 


BACKGROUND 


Sandal fish - bap: This fish is referred to today as the 
sole, a group of “flatfish. The name is derived from the 
Latin solea, referring to both the fish and the sole of 
a shoe. The common sole, Solea solea, possesses an 
interesting feature: Both of its eyes are on the right side 
of its body. 
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One who slaughters an animal and finds in it the 
form of a pigeon — P127 Aa KYA TTT NY oNwT 
mi: If one slaughters a pregnant animal and finds in 
its womb an item that has the form of a bird, even a 
kosher bird, the fetus is forbidden for consumption. A 
fetus found in the womb of a slaughtered animal is 
permitted for consumption only if it has hooves. The 
Shakh adds that according to the Rambam and the 
Shulhan Arukh, even if the fetus has the appearance 
of an animal that has hooves, if it does not actually 
have hooves, it is forbidden. The Rema writes that it 
is not necessary for its hooves to be split, i.e., if it looks 
like an animal with hooves, even one that does not 
have split hooves, it is permitted for consumption 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
1:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 13:5). 


Its forehead and the eyebrows and the eyes, etc. — 
^D DY YT Dyan NM: Ifa woman discharged a type 

of domesticated animal, undomesticated animal, or 
bird, if it has a human face, it is considered human. 
Therefore, if it is male, the woman observes the peri- 
ods of impurity and purity established in the Torah for 
a woman who gives birth to a male, and if it is female, 
she observes the periods established in the Torah for 
a woman who gives birth to a female. If the sex of 
the offspring is indiscernible, the woman observes 

the strictures of a woman who gave birth to a male 

and to a female. If the fetus does not have a human 

face, then even if the rest of its body looks human, 
including its hands and legs, and its sex is clear as 

well, nevertheless, it is not considered a human fetus, 
and the woman does not have the impurity status of 
a woman after childbirth. For a fetus to be defined as 
having a human face it must have a human forehead 

and chin, and human eyebrows, eyes, and cheeks. If 
it has these human features, it is considered a human 

offspring, even if its mouth, ears, and nose resemble 
those of animals. Nowadays, the woman is considered 

impure regardless of the shape of the discharged item, 
as the halakhic authorities today are not proficient 
in the differences between the various forms of dis- 
charged items (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 10:8-9, and see Maggid Mishne there; Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh De'a 194:3). 


BACKGROUND 

Goat [tayish] - wm: A tayish is a buck, or male goat, 
and can be recognized by its beard. There are over 
three hundred breeds of goats, which differ substan- 
tially in their coloring, build, and genetics. The goats 
generally discussed in the Mishna and Talmud are of 
a species similar to Capra mambrica, which is native 
to Eretz Yisrael. 
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§ Rav Adda bar Ahava asked Abaye: According to Rabbi Meir, 
who said that an item that is similar to an animal in the womb of 
a woman is considered a full-fledged offspring, what is the halakha 
with regard to a human fetus in the womb of an animal? The 
Gemara explains: What is the practical difference of this inquiry? 
The difference is with regard to permitting the fetus in consump- 
tion. A full-fledged fetus found inside its slaughtered mother is 
permitted to be eaten, despite the fact that it was not slaughtered 
itself. 


The Gemara suggests: But one can resolve the dilemma from that 
statement of Rabbi Yohanan, as Rabbi Yohanan said: In the case 
of one who slaughters an animal and finds in it an item that has 
the form of a pigeon," the pigeon is prohibited for consumption. 
Evidently, the ritual slaughter of a pregnant animal renders its fetus 
permitted to be eaten only if the fetus is of the same species as the 
mother. Accordingly, if the fetus has the form of a human, it is 
prohibited for consumption. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: How can these cases be com- 
pared? There, with regard to a pigeon fetus, there are no split 

hooves, and there is not even a hoof at all. Since a pigeon is com- 
pletely different from the slaughtered animal, the fetus is forbidden. 
By contrast, here, in the case of a human fetus, although there are 

no split hooves, there is at least a hoof, i.e., solid feet. Therefore, it 
is possible that the human fetus is permitted for consumption, and 

the dilemma remains unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches: And the Rabbis say: Any discharged entity 
that is not of human form does not render the woman impure. Rav 
Yirmeya bar Abba says that Rav says: All concede that if a woman 
discharged an entity whose body is that of a goat® and whose face 
is that of ahuman, it is considered a human offspring, i.e., even the 
Rabbis rule that the woman is impure in this case. Likewise, if its 
body is that of a human and its face is that of a goat, Rabbi Meir 
concedes that it is nothing, and the woman is pure. 


They disagree only in a case where its face is that of a human, but 
it was created with one human eye and one eye like that of an 
animal. As Rabbi Meir says that if the offspring has part of the 
form of a human face, even if one eye is not like that of a human, it 
is considered a human offspring, and the woman is impure. And 
the Rabbis say that it must have the entire form of a human face 
to be considered a human offspring, and otherwise the woman is 
not impure. 


One of the Sages said to Rav Yirmeya bar Abba: But isn’t the 
opposite taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir says that a woman who 
discharged is impure if the fetus has any part of the form of a human 
face, and the Rabbis say that the woman is impure only if the fetus 
has a recognizable part of the form of a human face, e.g., half of a 
human face? According to this baraita, Rabbi Meir does not even 
require that a significant part of it must look human. In his opinion, 
even if it has only one human eye or one human cheek and the 
rest of the face is like that of an animal, the woman is impure. Rav 
Yirmeya bar Abba said to the Sages: If this baraita is taught, it is 
taught, and I cannot take issue with it. Ihave my tradition from Rav, 
and you should rule in accordance with the baraita that you received. 


Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: A woman 
who discharges an entity is impure only if the entire face of the fetus 
has a human form. This includes its forehead, and the eyebrows, 
and the eyes," and the cheeks, and its chin. The woman is not 
impure unless these facial features all as one have the human form. 
Rava says that Hasa says: It is sufficient for the fetus to have the 
appearance ofa human on one side of its face; its forehead, and one 
eyebrow, and one eye, and one cheek, and its chin are enough. The 
woman is not impure unless these facial features all as one have the 
human form. 
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And Rabbi Yohanan and Hasa do not disagree about whether the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir or that of 
the Rabbis, as they both accept the opinion of the Rabbis. The 
difference between them is that this amora, Rabbi Yohanan, holds 
like the one who says that the Rabbis require the entire form of 
the face to be human, and that amora, Hasa, holds like the one 
who says that the Rabbis require only a recognizable part of the 
form of a human face. 


Hasa evidently interprets the version of the Rabbis’ statement that 
only part ofa human face is required as referring to half ofa human 
face. The Gemara raises an objection to this interpretation from a 
baraita: The miscarriage of a fetus with the form of a human face, 
which the Rabbis said renders the woman impure, includes even 
one of the facial features, apart from the ear. Apparently, that is 
to say that even if the fetus has only one facial feature of a human, 
this is also sufficient to render the woman impure. 


Abaye says: When that baraita is taught, it is taught with regard 
to the halakha of rendering all of the facial features indispensable 
for the fetus to be defined as human, except for the ear. And this 
ruling is in accordance with the one who says that the Rabbis 
require that the entire form of the face must be human. And if you 
wish, say that actually this ruling is in accordance with the one 
who says that the Rabbis require only a recognizable part of the 
form of a human face. And what is the meaning of the claim that 
it is sufficient for the fetus to have one facial feature ofa human? It 
means one of each facial feature of which a human has two, i.e., one 
eye, one eyebrow, and so on. 


Rava says: In a case where a fetus was created with one eye or 
with one thigh," if the eye is located to the side on the middle of 
the face, or the thigh is located at the side of the hip, where a human 
eye or thigh is normally located, the fetus is considered human, and 
its mother is impure. Ifit appears in the middle of the face or hip, 
the fetus is not considered human, and its mother is pure. 


Rava says: If its esophagus is punctured, although the fetus is 
considered a tereifa, i.e., one that has a wound that will cause it to 
die within twelve months, its mother is impure." But ifits esopha- 
gus is sealed," i.e. itis closed at one end, it does not have the status 
of a human fetus, and therefore its mother is pure. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of a woman who dis- 
charges a fetus that has a sealed body," its mother is not impure 
with the impurity of a woman after childbirth. And what is a 
sealed body? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is a body which is 
lacking a limb that when removed from a living person would 
cause him to die. 


And how much of the lower part of a person's body when removed 
from a living person would cause him to die, because one cannot 
survive such a wound? Rabbi Zakkai says: 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


Rava says: If its esophagus is punctured its mother is 


impure - AKAY iA% AIP) HY KINI 
that Rava conforms to his opinion 


fas: Some explain 
elsewhere that it 


is possible for a tereifa to live beyond twelve months. 
By contrast, according to the opinion that a tereifa is 
not capable of surviving beyond twelve months, the 
mother is not impure (Rashi; Tosafot). Nevertheless, 


Tosafot demonstrate 


hat there are places where Rava 


rules in accordance with the opinion that a tereifa can- 


not live for more than twelve mont 
that even according to the opinion 


hs. Others explain 
hat a tereifa is not 


capable of surviving beyond twelve months, still the 


mother is impure, due to the capabili 
to survive for a significant period o 


y of the newborn 
time, even if less 


than twelve months. Furthermore, it is possible that the 


esophagus was punctured after the 


baby was born, in 


which case the blemish is irrelevant 
woman (Ramban; Rashba). 


o the status of the 


Where a fetus was created with one eye or with one thigh — 
INN JANN pya x1: If a woman discharges a fetus that has 
only one eye or one thigh, if it is located in the part of the body 
where it is supposed to be located, i.e., the eye is to the side on 
the middle of the face and the thigh is at the side of the hip, the 
fetus is considered half-human, and the woman is impure with 
the impurity of a woman after childbirth. If the eye or thigh is 
located in the middle of the face or hip, the fetus is considered a 
separate entity, and the woman is pure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:10). 


Its esophagus is sealed — Dwy iw: If the esophagus of a fetus 
is sealed from its formation, it is not considered an offspring, and 
its mother is not impure with the impurity of a woman after child- 
birth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:11). 


A woman who discharges a fetus that has a sealed body — 
DWY JA nbann: Ifa woman discharges a fetus lacking the part of 
the body below the navel, it is not considered an offspring, and 

its mother is not impure with the impurity of a woman after child- 
birth. This is in accordance with the interpretation of the baraita by 

Rabbi Yohanan, citing Rabbi Yosei ben Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:11). 
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Perek III 
Daf24 Amuda 


NOTES 

Until the location of his navel - imav nipa tw: The 
early authorities disagree with regard to the halakhic 
ruling in this dispute. Some rule in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Zakkai, that if the offspring lacks 
legs from above the knee the woman is not impure, 
based on the halakhic ruling that a tereifa cannot survive 
beyond twelve months, and one who lacks legs from 
above the knee is considered a tereifa. Likewise, these 
authorities rule that if the thigh and its recess were 
removed from an animal before slaughter the animal 
is considered an unslaughtered carcass and is forbid- 
den for consumption (Ra’avad). Other authorities rule 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as 
he cites Rabbi Yosei ben Yehoshua, who was a tanna 
(Rambam). 


BACKGROUND 


The part of a palm tree that branches out — xno 
RIOT 


Palm tree 
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Until above the knee. Rabbi Yannai says: Until his orifices. Rabbi 
Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Yosei ben Yehoshua: Until the 
location of his navel." 


The Gemara explains the dispute between the amora’im: The differ- 
ence between the opinion of Rabbi Zakkai and that of Rabbi Yan- 
nai is whether a tereifa can survive beyond twelve months. One 
Sage, Rabbi Yannai, holds that a tereifa can survive beyond twelve 
months. Therefore, although one whose legs were removed until 
above the knee has the status of a tereifa, if a woman discharges a 
fetus of this form she is impure. Only if the fetus lacks legs until his 
orifices is the woman pure, as such a person cannot survive. And one 
Sage, Rabbi Zakkai, holds that a tereifa cannot survive beyond 
twelve months. Therefore, even if the fetus lacks legs only from 
above the knee and not from his orifices, the woman is not impure. 


The difference between the opinion of Rabbi Yannai and the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan, who both agree that a tereifa can survive, is 
with regard to a statement of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Elazar said: 
If the thigh, i.e., the hind leg of the animal, and its recess were 
removed from an animal before slaughter, the animal is considered 
an unslaughtered carcass; consequently, it is forbidden in con- 
sumption and imparts ritual impurity even while still alive. Rabbi 
Yannai agrees with the statement of Rabbi Elazar, and accordingly 
holds that if the lower part of a person’s body until his orifices is 
missing or removed, the person immediately assumes the halakhic 
status of a corpse. Rabbi Yohanan disagrees with Rabbi Elazar and 
holds that one whose lower part of his body was missing or removed 
has the status of a corpse only if it is removed until his navel. 


Rav Pappa says: The dispute between the amora’im is with regard 
to a fetus that is lacking part of its body from below to above, i.e., 
the lower part of his body; but if it is lacking part of its body from 
above to below, even any amount of its skull, the woman is pure. 
And likewise, Rav Giddel says that Rabbi Yohanan says: In the 
case of a woman who discharges a fetus whose skull is sealed, i.e., 
deficient," its mother is pure. 


The Gemara cites another halakha: And Rav Giddel says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: In the case of a woman who discharges a fetus that 
looks like the part of a palm tree that branches out,’ i.e., the lower 
part of its body is formless while the upper part has arms and legs 
coming out of its shoulders like branches, its mother is pure. 


§ It was stated with regard to a woman who discharges a fetus 
whose face is mashed but not completely flattened, that Rabbi 
Yohanan says its mother is impure, and Reish Lakish says its 
mother is pure. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Reish Lakish from a baraita: 
In the case of a woman who discharges a shaped hand, i.e., a hand 
whose fingers are discernible, or a shaped foot, its mother is impure 
with the impurity of a woman after childbirth, as it certainly came 
from a full-fledged fetus, and we are not concerned that perhaps it 
came from a fetus with a sealed, i.e., deficient, body. And if it is so, 
that a fetus with a mashed face does not render its mother impure, 
let the baraita teach: We are not concerned that perhaps it came 
from a fetus with a sealed body or from one whose face is mashed. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who discharges a fetus whose skull is sealed — mbonn 


impure with the impurity of a woman after childbirth (Rambam 


TIWN inbbuw ny: Ifa woman discharges a fetus whose skull is Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:11). 
deficient, it is not considered an offspring, and its mother is not 
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Rav Pappi says: In a case where its face is mashed, everyone 
agrees that the woman is impure. When they disagree, it is in a 
case where its face is completely flat," i.e., none of its features are 
discernible; and the opposite was stated: Rabbi Yohanan says 
that its mother is pure, and Reish Lakish says that its mother 
is impure. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But according to this version of the 
dispute, let Reish Lakish raise an objection to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan from this baraita, from which Rabbi Yohanan 
raised an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish according to 
the previous version of the dispute: Ifa woman who discharges a 
fetus whose face is flat is pure, the baraita should have stated that 
there is no concern that the hand or foot might have come from 
a fetus with a sealed body or one whose face is flat. The Gemara 
answers: Reish Lakish did not raise the objection, because Rabbi 
Yohanan would have responded to him that the status of a sealed 
body is the same as that of one whose face is flat. There is no 
reason to mention both types of deformities. 


The Gemara relates: The sons of Rabbi Hiyya went out to the 
villages to inspect their father’s fields. When they came back to 
their father, he said to them: Wasn't any incident brought to 
you for a halakhic ruling? They said to him: A case of a woman 
who discharged a fetus with a flat face was brought to us, and 
we deemed her impure with the impurity of a woman after 


childbirth. 


Rabbi Hiyya said to them: Go out and deem pure that which 
you have deemed impure. What was your thinking when you 
ruled that she is impure? Did you reason that as the matter is 
subject to a dispute, one should rule stringently? But your ruling 
is a stringency that leads to a leniency, as you have given the 
woman thirty-three days of purity after the birth of a male, fol- 
lowing her period of impurity, which are the minimum days of 
purity established in the Torah for a woman who gave birth. 


§ It was stated: With regard to a woman or female animal who 
discharges an entity that has two backs and two spines," Rav 
says that in the case of the woman, her discharged fetus is not 
considered an offspring, as it cannot survive, and therefore the 
woman does not have the ritual impurity caused by childbirth, 
and in the case of the animal," its fetus is prohibited for con- 
sumption. And Shmuel says: In the case of a woman, the dis- 
charged fetus is considered an offspring, and the woman is 
impure, and in the case of an animal, the fetus is permitted for 
consumption. 


HALAKHA 


In a case where its face is flat - nimi vipa: If the face of a 
discharged fetus is flat, i.e., its facial features are not discernible, 
itis not considered an offspring, and the woman is not impure 
with the impurity of a woman after childbirth, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in the version of the dispute 
presented by Rav Pappi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 10:11). 


A woman who discharges an entity that has two backs 
and two spines — DIKTO nwi D3) nw ay ww mia nban: 
If a woman discharges an entity that has two backs and two 
spines, it is not considered an offspring, and the woman is 
not impure with the impurity of a woman after childbirth, in 


accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 


Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:11). 


An animal who discharges an entity that has two backs 
and two spines — mix TIE ws Daa yw ad ww aya nban: If 
a kosher animal gives birth, and the newborn has two backs 
and two spines, or if the mother is slaughtered and such a 
fetus is found in its womb, it is forbidden for consumption. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as his opinion 
in ritual matters is accepted in his disputes with Shmuel. This is 
what the word hashesua is referring to in the verse: “Neverthe- 
less these you shall not eat of them that only chew the cud, 
or of them that only have the hoof cloven [hashesua]," as an 
animal that has two backs and two spines looks like an entirely 
cloven animal (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 13:6). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rav Shimi bar Hiyya - xm 7a aw 27: Rav Shimi bar 
Hiyya was a second-generation amora in Babylonia. He 
was a grandson of Rav and apparently his preeminent 
disciple and much beloved by him. Even during his grand- 
father's lifetime, Rav Shimi was recognized as a significant 
Torah scholar. The Talmud records numerous halakhic 
statements of his, both those he transmitted citing his 
grandfather and those of his own. In certain cases he even 
disagreed with the rulings of his grandfather. 


HALAKHA 
Whose spine is crooked - mapy inyiww: A crooked 
spine is considered a blemish, and a priest with this blem- 
ish is disqualified from the Temple service, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 8:10). 


Born in the fourth month in the case of small animals or 
born in the eighth month in the case of large livestock — 
mips) naw ya mp ty yay a: If an animal gave birth after 
a full period of gestation, i.e., nine months for cattle and 

five months for sheep and goats, the newborn may be 

slaughtered and eaten immediately, and one need not 
be concerned that its limbs were crushed during the 

birth. If it is unclear whether the period of gestation was 

full, the newborn is forbidden for consumption until the 

beginning of the night before the eighth day after its birth 

(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:4; 

Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 15:2). 


BACKGROUND 
Whose spine is crooked — maipy iny: 


Illustration of crooked spine 
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The Gemara asks: With regard to what do Rav and Shmuel dis- 
agree? The Gemara answers: They disagree concerning the state- 
ment of Rav Hanin bar Abba, as Rav Hanin bar Abba said: The 
verse states: “Nevertheless these you shall not eat of them that only 
chew the cud, or of them that only have the hoof cloven [umima- 
frisei haparsa hashesua]: The camel, and the hare, and the rock 
badger” (Deuteronomy 14:7). The apparently superfluous term 
hashesua is not a redundant description of the cloven hoof; it is 
referring to a separate entity that has two backs and two spines 
and therefore looks like an entirely cloven animal. 


It is with regard to this prohibition that Rav and Shmuel disagree. 
Rav says that there is no such living entity in the world, and when 
the Merciful One taught this prohibition to Moses, he taught it 
to him with regard to a fetus that has two backs and two spines that 
is found in the womb of its mother after slaughter. And Shmuel 
says that there is such an entity in the world,’ and when the 
Merciful One taught this prohibition to Moses, he taught it to 
him with regard to a living animal in the world, but a fetus that has 
two backs and two spines in the womb ofits mother is permitted 
for consumption. 


Rav Shimi bar Hiyya’ raised an objection to Rav from a baraita: 
Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says: Any priest who has two backs 
and two spines is disqualified from the Temple service, as he is 
blemished. Evidently, an entity that has two backs and two spines 
can survive, and this is difficult for the opinion of Rav. Rav said 
to him: You are clearly Shimi," i.e., you asked well. Yet the state- 
ment of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus is not referring to one who 
literally has two backs and two spines, but rather to one whose 
spine is crooked" and therefore appears as though he has two 
spines. One who actually has two backs and two spines cannot 
survive. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Among discharged 

animal fetuses, there are those that are forbidden in consumption, 
as they have the halakhic status of carcasses of unslaughtered ani- 
mals. Specifically, ifan animal fetus is born in the fourth month of 
pregnancy in the case of small domesticated animals, where the 

pregnancy is normally five months long, or it is born in the eighth 

month of pregnancy in the case of large livestock," where the preg- 
nancy is normally nine months long, or if the miscarriage occurred 

from this stage of the pregnancy and earlier, i.e., if the pregnancy 
ended before this stage, the animal is forbidden. This excludes one 

that has two backs and two spines. 


The Gemara asks: What does the baraita mean when it states that 
an animal with two backs and two spines is excluded? Does it 
not mean that it is excluded from the category of those fetuses, 
which are permitted for consumption if found inside their mother’s 
womb, as such animals are forbidden even while they are in the 
wombs of their mothers? This contradicts the opinion of Shmuel, 
who holds that an animal fetus of that type is permitted for 
consumption. 


And Shmuel says that there is such an entity in the world — 


NOTES 
Rav said to him, you are clearly Shimi - AX Mw ay Wak: 


KIN xgwa maa Vas bawa: The early commentaries disagree 
concerning the meaning of this statement. Rashi maintains that 
there is a unique species that has two backs and two spines. 
The majority of the early commentaries hold that there is no 
such species and that the reference is to a mutation of an exist- 
ing species that has two backs and two spines; according to 
this opinion, Shmuel contends that such an animal can survive 
(Rabbeinu Tam; Ramban; Rashba; Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam). 
According to Rashi, Shmuel would concede that an animal with 
such a mutation cannot survive, and it is therefore prohibited for 
consumption like any stillborn animal. 


In several places Rav addresses Rav Shimi bar Hiyya in this man- 
ner. Rashi suggests three interpretations of the statement. One 
interpretation, which Rashi accepts, is that Rav would address 
Rav Shimi fondly since he was his grandson, as if to say: You, 
Shimi, definitely know how to raise objections to my statements. 
Another interpretation is that as Rav would always be looking 
downward, as a practice of modesty, he had to ask if it was in fact 
Rav Shimi. Rashi rejects this interpretation, as there is no record of 
Rav addressing anyone else in this manner. The third explanation 
is that Rav Shimi's objections were especially sharp, i.e., it was an 
exclamation of praise. 
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The Gemara answers: Rav explains the baraita according to his line 
of reasoning, and Shmuel explains the baraita according to his line 
of reasoning. Rav explains the baraita according to his line of reason- 
ing, as was assumed above: If an animal fetus is born in the fourth 
month of pregnancy in the case of small domesticated animals, or it 
is born in the eighth month of pregnancy in the case of large livestock, 
or if it was born from this stage of the pregnancy and earlier, the 
animal is forbidden. 


In what case is this statement said? In a case where the animal 
emerged into the airspace of the world; but if it was found in its 
mother’s womb" after its mother was slaughtered, it is permitted for 
consumption. This excludes the case of a fetus that has two backs and 
two spines, as even if it is found in the womb of its mother it is 
prohibited. 


And Shmuel explains the baraita according to his line of reasoning, 
in the following manner: Ifan animal fetus is born in the fourth month 
of pregnancy in the case of small domesticated animals, or it is born 
in the eighth month of pregnancy in the case of large livestock, or if 
it was born from this stage of the pregnancy and earlier, the animal is 
forbidden. In what case is this statement said? In a case when the 
fetus’s months of gestation were not completed; but in a case when 
its months of gestation were completed, it is permitted for consump- 
tion even outside the womb. This excludes a fetus that has two backs 
and two spines, as even in a case where its months of gestation were 
completed, if it emerged into the airspace of the world, it is forbid- 
den, whereas if it is found in the womb of its mother, it is permitted. 


A tanna taught a baraita before Rav: In the case of a woman who 

discharges an entity that has a shapeless body, i.e., it does not have 

the outline of limbs, or an entity that has a shapeless head, one might 

have thought that its mother should be impure with the impurity of 
a woman after childbirth. Therefore, the verse states: “If a woman 

bears seed and gives birth to a male, she shall be impure seven days; 

as in the days of the menstruation of her sickness she shall be impure. 
And on the eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised” 
(Leviticus 12:2-3). 


Those verses teach that the impurity of a woman after childbirth applies 
only to one who gave birth to a child that is fit for circumcision on 
the eighth day, excluding these cases, where the child is not fit for 
circumcision on the eighth day, as it cannot survive that long. Con- 
sequently, this woman does not have the impurity of a woman after 
childbirth. Rav said to the tanna: And conclude the baraita like this: 
Excluding these cases, where the child is not fit for circumcision on 
the eighth day, and excluding the case of a woman who discharges a 
child that has two backs and two spines. 


Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba thought to perform an action, i.e., to issue 
a ruling, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, that a woman 
who gives birth to a child with two backs and two spines is impure. Rav 
Huna said to him: What is your thinking? That as this matter is 
subject to a dispute, one should rule stringently? Your ruling is a 
stringency that leads to a leniency, as you have given the woman a 
period of thirty-three days following her period ofimpurity when any 
blood that emerges is blood of purity. In any event, you should per- 
form, i.e., issue your ruling, in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as 
we maintain that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav with regard to ritual matters, whether his opinion leads to a 
leniency or toa stringency. 


HALAKHA 


In its mother’s womb — ‘ax y3: If one ritually 
slaughtered a female animal and found a fetus in 
its womb after eight months of gestation, whether 
dead or alive, the fetus is permitted for consump- 
tion and does not require ritual slaughter (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:13-14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 13:2). 
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BACKGROUND 

Simoni - 3039: Simoni, or Simonia, is identified as 
he biblical city of Shimron, which dates back to the 
Canaanite period; its king was one of the thirty-one 
ings Joshua overcame in his conquest of Eretz Yisrael. 
During the Second Temple period it was called Shimonia, 
and during the mishnaic and talmudic periods, Simonia. 
One of the major battles of the Jewish revolt against the 
Romans prior to the destruction of the Second Temple 
ook place in Simonia. It had a prominent Jewish com- 
munity with well-known leaders throughout the ages. 


Location of Simoni 


HALAKHA 


A woman who discharged the form of a lilith...only 
it has wings - 0933 ib wow...» moat baan: Ifa 
woman discharged a fetus that looks like a human but 
has wings of flesh, the woman is impure with the impu- 
rity of awoman after childbirth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:10). 
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§ Rava says: The Sages said that a woman can give birth to a viable 
offspring after nine months of pregnancy or after seven months 
of pregnancy; but if a woman gives birth after eight months of 
pregnancy, the child cannot survive and is stillborn. Similarly, 
a large domesticated animal gives birth to a viable offspring after 
nine months of pregnancy, and if it discharges a fetus after only 
eight months, the newborn animal cannot survive. With this in 
mind, Rava asked: Can a large domesticated animal give birth to a 
viable offspring after seven months of pregnancy, like a human, or 
can such an animal not give birth to a viable offspring after only 
seven months? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Come and hear a resolution to this 
dilemma from the aforementioned baraita: Ifan animal discharges 
from this stage of the pregnancy and earlier, the fetus is forbidden 
in consumption as an unslaughtered animal carcass. What, is it not 
referring to large livestock, which indicates that large livestock do 
not give birth to a viable offspring after only seven months of preg- 
nancy? The Gemara answers: No, the reference is specifically to 
small domesticated animals, which do not give birth to a viable 
offspring until after five months of pregnancy. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this answer: What is 
this? Granted, if you say that the reference is to large livestock, it 
is necessary for the baraita to state that an animal does not give 
birth to a viable offspring after less than a complete period of preg- 
nancy, as otherwise it might enter your mind to say that since in 
the case of a woman who gives birth after seven months the baby 
survives, it is logical that in the case of a large domesticated animal 
that gives birth after seven months the newborn also survives, and 
it is therefore permitted for consumption. Consequently, the baraita 
teaches us that such an animal does not survive. 


But if you say that the ruling in the baraita, that if an animal dis- 
charged a fetus before the period of gestation was completed then 
the fetus is prohibited, was stated with regard to small domesti- 
cated animals, isn’t it obvious that if a sheep or goat fetus was dis- 
charged at this stage it cannot survive? Can it survive after only 
three months of gestation? 


The Gemara answers that in fact it is necessary for the baraita to 
state this halakha with regard to small domesticated animals, as 
otherwise it might enter your mind to say that any mammal that is 
born two months less than its complete gestation survives, just as 
a human born at seven months of gestation survives. Therefore, the 
baraita teaches us that a sheep or goat that is born at three months 
of gestation cannot survive and is forbidden for consumption. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: In the case of awoman who 
discharges a fetus that has the form of a lilith," a female demon 
with wings and a human face, its mother is impure with the impu- 
rity of a woman after childbirth, as it is a viable offspring, only it 
has wings. This is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei said: An 
incident occurred in Simoni’ involving a certain woman who 
discharged a fetus that had the form of a lilith, and the incident 
was brought before the Sages; and they said that it is a viable 
offspring, only it has wings." 


NOTES 


A woman who discharges a fetus that has the form of a lilith - 
mh mnt nbpan: The early commentaries disagree with regard 
to the definition and appearance of a lilith. Rashi explains that it 
is a female demon, as demons were known to have wings and 
human faces. The Rambam does not mention the word lilith 


that looks like a human with wings of flesh (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 10:10). In this manner, the Rambam cites this halakha 
while conforming to his general opinion that demons and ghosts 
are mere figments of the imagination (see Fin Mishpat; Maggid 
Mishne; Beit Yosef). 


explicitly. Instead, he writes: A woman who discharges an item 
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‘There was a case of awoman who discharged an item that had the 
form of a snake. Hanina, the son of Rabbi Yehoshua’s brother, 
ruled that its mother is impure with the impurity of a woman after 
childbirth. Rabbi Yosef went and told this matter to Rabban 
Gamliel. Rabban Gamliel sent to Rabbi Yehoshua:° Take hold of 
your nephew and come to me, so that I may admonish him for 
his ruling. 


While they were going to Rabban Gamliel, Hanina’s daughter- 
in-law went out to greet Rabbi Yehoshua, and said to him: My 
teacher, what is the halakha with regard to a woman who dis- 
charges an item that looks like a snake? Rabbi Yehoshua said to 
her: Its mother is pure. She said to him: But my mother-in-law 
said to me in your name that its mother is impure in such a case, 
and that you said to her: For what reason is she impure? It is 
because the pupil of a snake is round like that of a human. 
Due to her statement, Rabbi Yehoshua remembered that he had 
issued such a ruling. He subsequently sent a message to Rabban 
Gamliel: Hanina issued the ruling based on my own statement. 


Abaye said: Conclude from this incident that a Torah scholar 
[tzurva merabbanan]' who says a halakhic matter should say the 
reason for his statement, so that when his colleagues remind him 
of his reasoning, he will remember that ruling, as happened to 
Rabbi Yehoshua. 


MI S HN A’ woman who discharges a gestational 

sac full of fluid," full of blood, or full of 
different colors" need not be concerned that it was an offspring. 
But if the sac was one in which tissue developed," her halakhic 
status is that of a woman after childbirth. Since the sex of the 
embryo is unknown, the woman observes the strictures of a 
woman who gave birth both to a male and to a female; she is 
impure for fourteen days like a woman who gave birth to a female, 
but blood that she sees thereafter is pure only until forty days after 
birth, like a woman who gave birth to a male. A woman who dis- 
charges a sandal fetus," i.e., one that has the form of a sandal fish, 
and one who discharges an afterbirth" observes the strictures of 
a woman who gave birth both to a male and to a female. 


G E M ARA The Gemara raises a difficulty: Granted, 


one can understand why a woman who 
discharges a gestational sac full of blood or water is pure, as such 
an item is nothing, i.e. it is not an offspring. But if the gestational 
sac was full of different colors, let us be concerned that perhaps 
it was an offspring and it liquefied. Abaye says in response: How 
much undiluted wine, which can be harmful to an embryo, did 
the mother of this purported embryo drink, that her embryo was 
liquefied in her womb? In other words, there is no such concern. 


Rava says that there is a different explanation: We learned in the 
mishna that the gestational sac was full of different colors, and if 
it is so, that there was an embryo in the sac that liquefied, the sac 
would have been lacking some of the mass of the liquified portion. 
Rav Adda bar Ahava says that there is yet another explanation: We 
learned in the mishna that the gestational sac is full of different 
colors, and if it is so, that there was an embryo there that liquefied, 
it would all be of one color. 


Rabbi Yehoshua - yim +37: Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya was 
one of the leading Sages in the generation following the destruc- 
tion of the Second Temple. As a Levite he served as a singer in 
the Temple, and after its destruction, he was among the students 
who followed their primary teacher, Rabban Yohanan ben Zak- 


PERSONALITIES 


blacksmith, and was recognized by all as a leading Torah authority. 
While he disagreed with Rabban Gamliel’s rulings on several occa- 
sions, Rabbi Yehoshua ultimately accepted his authority as Nasi. 
Rabbi Yehoshua was exceptionally long lived, and he had many 
famous religious debates with the imperial family in Rome. 


kai, to Yavne. Rabbi Yehoshua lived a life of poverty, working as a 


LANGUAGE 


Torah scholar [tzurva merabbanan] - pay Kays: 
While this appellation for a Torah scholar is commonly 
used throughout the Talmud, its source and precise 
meaning are unclear. Some say that it derives from 
the word tzarav, sear, as scholars are seared by the 
fire of Torah. Others say that the word tzaravis related 
to the Arabic root drb, meaning hard and strong, in 
which case the phrase itself would refer to a Sage 
who is forceful and incisive (Rav Hai Gaon). 


HALAKHA 


A woman who discharges a gestational sac full 
of fluid, etc. — ^3) Dm2 xia vow NYAN: In a case 
where a woman discharged a gestational sac full 
of water, full of blood, full of different colors, or full 
of flesh, since the embryo has not taken shape, the 
woman does not need to be concerned that it was 
an offspring, and she is pure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:4). 


In which tissue developed — opaa: If a woman dis- 
charged a gestational sac in which tissue developed 
and which contains even a tiny, barely recognizable 
form of a human embryo, the woman observes the 
strictures of a woman who gave birth both to a male 
and to a female (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 10:2). 


A woman who discharges a sandal fetus - nbsan 
Sap: If a woman discharged a fetus in the form of a 
sandal fish, she observes the strictures of a woman 
who gave birth both to a male and to a female (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:12). 


A woman who discharges...afterbirth - aay) 
ww: If a woman discharged an afterbirth, she 
observes the strictures of a woman who gave birth 
both to a male and to a female. The reason is not that 
an afterbirth has the halakhic status of an offspring, 
but that there is no afterbirth without an offspring 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a194:3). 


NOTES 


Full of different colors [genonim] — 0333 shn: The 
early commentaries disagree with regard to the 
meaning of genonim. Some write that the reference 
is to colors (Rashi), in accordance with the interpre- 
tation of Rav Adda bar Ahava in the Gemara. Oth- 
ers write that it is a kind of worm. Accordingly, the 
mishna means that a woman who discharges pieces 
of flesh shaped like worms need not be concerned 
that it might be a mashed embryo (Rambam's Com- 
mentary on the Mishna). 
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LANGUAGE 


Attendant [dayyala] - xo: Some linguists assert 
that this word is derived from the Greek Sod\oc, 
doulos, meaning slave or servant. Others maintain 
that it has a Semitic root. The word is used for a 
police officer or court attendant. 


164. 
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With regard to the effect of drinking wine on a person’s body, it is 
taught in a baraita that Abba Shaul’ says: I used to be a gravedigger, 
and I would observe the bones of corpses. I discovered that the 
bones of one who drinks too much undiluted wine during his 
lifetime look burnt, the bones of one who drinks too much diluted 
wine are black, and the bones of one who drinks the appropriate 
amount of wine are fat, i.e., full of marrow. And furthermore, I 
discovered that the bones of anyone who drinks much more than 
he eats look burnt, the bones of one who eats much more than 
he drinks are black, and the bones of one who eats and drinks 
appropriate amounts are fat. 


It is taught in a baraita that Abba Shaul says the following, and 
some say that Rabbi Yohanan said it: I used to be a gravedigger. 
Once I ran after a deer, and I entered the thighbone of a corpse; 
and it was so large that I ran after the deer for three parasangs 
inside the thighbone, and although I did not reach the deer, the 
thighbone did not end. When I came back and related this to the 
Sages, they said to me: It was evidently the thighbone of Og, king 
of Bashan, a known giant. 


It is likewise taught in a baraita that Abba Shaul says: I used to be 
a gravedigger. Once a burial cave opened up underneath where I 
was standing, and I found myself standing in the eye socket of a 
corpse until my nose. When I came back and told this to the Sages, 
they said to me: It was evidently the eye of Absalom. 


And lest you say that Abba Shaul was a midget, and therefore 
he was capable of standing in an eye socket until his nose, Abba 
Shaul was the tallest person in his generation. And Rabbi Tarfon 
reached only his shoulder, and Rabbi Tarfon was the tallest per- 
son in his generation. And Rabbi Meir reached only the shoulder 
of Rabbi Tarfon, and Rabbi Meir was the tallest person in his 
generation. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi reached only the shoulder 
of Rabbi Meir, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was the tallest person in 
his generation. 


The Gemara continues: And Rabbi Hiyya reached only the shoul- 
der of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Rabbi Hiyya was the tallest 
person in his generation. And Rav reached only the shoulder of 
Rabbi Hiyya, and Rav was the tallest person in his generation. And 
Rav Yehuda reached only the shoulder of Rav, and Rav Yehuda 
was the tallest person in his generation. And Adda the attendant 
[dayyala]' reached only the shoulder of Rav Yehuda, 


PERSONALITIES 


Abba Shaul - Txw xax: Abba was an appellation of deference 

used when addressing prominent Sages in early generations, before 

the title Rabbi was in use. Based on his statements that relate to the 

Temple service and specific activities that took place there, Abba 

Shaul appears to have been one of the tanna‘im who lived when the 

Second Temple still stood. He may have been a younger contempo- 
rary of Rabbi Akiva and a student of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. 
As is clear from the Gemara, he served as a gravedigger, suggesting 

that he placed great emphasis on the mitzva of burial of the dead. 


Tomb of Abba Shaul, near Safed 


Once | ran after a deer and I entered the thighbone of a corpse — 
na bw mbipa span vay X omy MMs BvD: Since Abba Shaul 
worked with the dead it is not surprising that he chose to express 
his thoughts using that imagery. In this case he is using the deer 
and the thighbone as metaphors for enticing, base desires, which 
are difficult to overcome. This is evident from the statement that 
the thighbone belonged to Og, king of Bashan, whose desire to 
battle the Jewish people even after seeing the defeat of the Amorite 


NOTES 


King Sihon brought about his downfall (see Numbers 21:21-35). 
In a similar vein, the description of Abba Shaul’s standing in an 
eye socket symbolizes how an individual can be tempted by his 
eyes. The message of these stories is that even a prominent Sage 
and pious individual like Abba Shaul, who was great in stature in 
comparison to his peers, could be drawn by his desires, emphasiz- 
ing how careful every individual must be when faced with objects 
of desire (Midrash Shlomo). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf25 Amuda 


RIN? M og PTIT RYAN 
NPAO Np NY HIND TATE W ND 
PSI TY MOVANT 


ama ayasa vow nbeat oaa dew 
smyaw x 077 WY 


vats 72 PENA Dewey a 1287 Va 
- wa son IN TRAV - oF KY KIX 
APIT 


wg 22 DY WI ITD A? WN 
MODY TUNED - PIY 


DIDDIDD - WYP MS POMS NEED KITA 
"DTD NOW -I NT PND D1 OW OXY 
wir ay NIZ PR) AYES BEIT 


73) — DNR RY VOY NIPAT KN 
Ty iors Dis osm Ty vai yw 


KYW DWA WYA yw NNN 
San %97 - bya bax maya - npma 
Dibya any ob ya wim ay 15) wo 

l mpibnn 


and when the governor [parashtevina] of Pumbedita would 
stand next to Adda the attendant, he would reach only half of his 
height. And when everyone else in the world would stand next 
to the governor of Pumbedita, they would reach only his loins 
[hartzeih]. 


§ The students asked Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: In the case of a 
woman who discharges a gestational sac full of flesh, what is the 
halakha? Does she have the impurity of a woman after childbirth? 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to them: I have not heard from my 
teachers the halakha in this case. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said to him: This is what my 
father, i.e., Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta, one of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
teachers, said: Ifa woman discharged a gestational sac full of blood, 
she is impure with the impurity of a menstruating woman. If it is 
full of flesh, she is impure with the impurity of a woman after 


childbirth. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: If you had told us an entirely 
new statement in the name of your father, no part of which was 
also stated by another Sage, we would have listened to you, i.e., we 
would have accepted the statement as halakha. But now that you 
stated two halakhot, one with regard to a woman who discharged a 
gestational sac full of blood, and the other with regard to a woman 
who discharged a gestational sac full of flesh, the entire statement 
cannot be accepted as halakha. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi explains: From the fact that Rabbi Yosei said 
this first clause of his statement, with regard to a gestational sac full 
of blood, in accordance with an individual opinion, i.e., in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Sumakhos, who said in the name of 
Rabbi Meir that the woman is impure, contrary to the opinion of 
the other Sages, it follows that with regard to this latter statement 
as well, with regard to a gestational sac full of flesh, one can say that 
perhaps Rabbi Yosei said it in accordance with the opinion of 
another individual Sage, Rabbi Yehoshua. And the halakha is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. 


As it is taught in a baraita: In the case of a woman who discharges 
a gestational sac in which tissue did not develop, Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: It has the status of an offspring, and the woman has the impu- 
rity of a woman after childbirth; and the Rabbis say: It is not an 
offspring, and the woman is pure. The opinion of Rabbi Yosei that 
a woman who discharged a gestational sac full of flesh is impure 
might be in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Yehoshua, which 
is not accepted as halakha, since the majority of the other Sages 
disagree with him. Therefore, the halakha cannot be decided in 
accordance with either part of the statement of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says in the name of Rabbi Oshaya: The 
dispute between Rabbi Yehoshua and the Rabbis applies in a case 
where the amniotic fluid is turbid, as Rabbi Yehoshua holds that 
the turbidity indicates that there was likely an embryo in the sac that 
liquefied. But in a case where the amniotic fluid is clear, everyone 
agrees that the discharged sac is not considered an offspring.” And 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: The dispute applies in a case where 
the amniotic fluid is clear. 


LANGUAGE 


Loins [hartza] — xx: The meaning of this Aramaic word is loins, as 
in the translation by Onkelos of the verse: “And put sackcloth upon 


halatzim, as the letters lamed and reish are commonly switched in 
Hebrew and Aramaic words that are similar to each other. 


his loins” (Genesis 37:34). It is similar to the Hebrew word for loins, 


NOTES 

Governor [parashtevina] — XYI: The early 
commentaries disagree about the meaning 
of this word. Some say that it is the name of a 
particular person who lived in Pumbedita and 
was known for his height (Rashi; Arukh). Others 
challenge this interpretation, as in that case the 
Gemara would have written: Parashtevina from 
Pumbedita, and not: Parashtevina of Pumbedita. 
Therefore they explain that the reference is to a 
certain rank of authority in the city government 
(Tosafot; Rashbam). 


Applies in a case where it is turbid but in a case 
where it is clear everyone agrees it is not an 
offspring - ty ivy Soa at ya bare nova: 
Rashi explains that the terms turbid and clear 
are referring to the amniotic fluid: If it is turbid, 
the woman is impure, as the sac might have 
contained an embryo that liquefied, whereas if 
the fluid is clear, the woman is pure. Accordingly, 
Rabbi Yehoshua disagrees with the ruling of the 
mishna that if a woman discharges a gestational 
sac full of water, she is pure, as the mishna does 
not differentiate between turbid fluid and clear 
fluid. 

Tosafot reject this interpretation, claiming that 
there is no reason for the halakha of a sac full of 
amniotic fluid to be more stringent than that of a 
sac full of blood, with regard to which the woman 
does not have the impurity of one after childbirth, 
but only that of a menstruating woman, even 
according to Rabbi Yehoshua. Therefore, Tosafot 
explain that the reference is to a gestational sac 
full of flesh. According to Tosafot, akhur means 
dissolved, while tza/u/ means not dissolved. 
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BACKGROUND 


Firstborn animal — 323: The male firstborn of cattle, 
sheep, or goats belonging to a Jew is sacred from birth 
and must be given to a priest to be sacrificed on the 
altar in the Temple, with its meat eaten by the priests 
and their families (see Numbers 18:17-18). If a firstborn 
animal develops a physical blemish that disqualifies it 
from being sacrificed as an offering, it still has to be given 
to a priest, but it can be slaughtered and eaten like any 
other non-sacred kosher animal. 

The obligations of primogeniture with regard to 
humans are limited to the obligation that one redeem 
his firstborn son from a priest for five pieces of silver. 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What does Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi mean? Does he mean that the dispute applies only in a 
case where the amniotic fluid is clear, but in a case where itis turbid, 
everyone agrees that it has the halakhic status of an offspring? Or 
perhaps Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi means that the dispute applies 
in this case and in that case, i.e., the Rabbis hold that the sac does 
not have the status of an offspring even if the amniotic fluid is turbid. 
The Gemara concludes that the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion that the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehoshua and the Rabbis applies only in a case 
where the amniotic fluid is turbid. It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Hananya, who is the same Rabbi Yehoshua who 
disagrees with the Rabbis with regard to the case of a woman who 
discharges a gestational sac in which tissue did not develop, taught 
this following proof for his opinion that the woman is impure: It is 
stated: “And the Lord God made for Adam and for his wife gar- 
ments of skins, and clothed them” (Genesis 3:21). This teaches 
that the Holy One, Blessed be He, does not make skin for a 
person unless he is already created, as God first created Adam and 
Eve, and then gave them skin. Consequently, the existence of a 
gestational sac proves that there is an offspring. 


Evidently, according to Rabbi Yehoshua the matter of whether or 
not an embryo is considered offspring is dependent on whether or 
not there is skin, and there is no difference whether the amniotic 
fluid is turbid, and there is no difference whether it is clear. 


Granted, if you say that the dispute applies in a case where it is clear, 
that is why it was necessary for Rabbi Yehoshua to derive from a 
verse that an embryo that has skin is considered an offspring. But if 
you say that the dispute applies in a case where the amniotic fluid 
is turbid, but Rabbi Yehoshua concedes that the woman is pure if it 
is clear, why do I need a verse to teach that if the amniotic fluid is 
turbid the woman is impure? It is logical that where the amniotic 
fluid is turbid there was probably an embryo that liquefied. Rather, 
conclude from it that the dispute applies in a case where the amni- 
otic fluid is clear. The Gemara concludes: Conclude from it that 
this is correct. 


And likewise, just as Rabbi Oshaya interprets the dispute between 
Rabbi Yehoshua and the Rabbis as referring to a case where the 
amniotic fluid is turbid, Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh 
says: The dispute between Rabbi Yehoshua and the Rabbis applies 
in a case where the amniotic fluid is turbid; but in a case where the 
amniotic fluid is clear, everyone agrees that the discharged sac is 
not considered an offspring. 


Rava raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Nahman from a 
mishna that specifies the obligations that apply to firstborn animals ° 
(Bekhorot 19b): But the Sages said that not only does a viable 
offspring exempt any subsequent offspring from being counted a 
firstborn, but the same applies to an indication of the offspring 
that is discharged from the womb. The indication in a small animal" 
is a murky discharge from the womb, in a large animal it is the 
emergence of an afterbirth," and in a woman the indication is a 
gestational sac or an afterbirth. 


HALAKHA 


An indication of the offspring in a small animal — th yx» 


An indication of the offspring. ..in a large animal is the after- 
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Mp7 maga: The discharge of turbid fluid from the womb of a 
small female animal indicates the existence of an embryo that 
was crushed and exempts subsequent births from the obligations 
of firstborn status. One must show the discharge to an expert 
shepherd to determine whether it is actually a crushed embryo 


(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:10; Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh De'a 315:7). 


birth - wow m33...2°D: If a large animal discharges an after- 
birth from its womb, its subsequent births are exempt from the 
obligations of firstborn status, as there is no afterbirth without 
the existence of an embryo (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 315:7, and 
Shakh there). 
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Rava infers: And yet the miscarriage of a gestational sac in the case 
ofa large animal does not exempt the animal’s subsequent offspring 
from being counted a firstborn. Granted, if you say that the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehoshua and the Rabbis applies in a case where the 
amniotic fluid is clear, it is due to that reason that the mishna dif- 
ferentiates between a large animal and a woman with regard to a 
gestational sac. 


Rava explains: With regard to a woman, as the aforementioned 
verse: “And the Lord God made for Adam and for his wife garments 
of skins,” includes in the definition of offspring a gestational saç, i.e., 
skin, one can say that such a gestational sac exempts subsequent 
births from the obligations of primogeniture. By contrast, in the case 
of an animal, as the verse does not include a gestational sac in the 
definition of offspring, discharging a gestational sac does not exempt 
the animal’s subsequent offspring from being considered a firstborn. 


But if you say that the dispute applies in a case where the amniotic 
fluid is turbid, and Rabbi Yehoshua deems the woman impure due to 
the likelihood that there was an embryo that liquefied, since this 
halakha is based on logic, what is different in the case of a woman, 
and what is different in the case of an animal? Rabbi Yehoshua’s 
reasoning applies equally to both. Evidently, the dispute applies in a 
case where the amniotic fluid is clear. 


The Gemara answers: Do you hold that it is obvious to Rabbi 
Yehoshua that a gestational sac in which the amniotic fluid is turbid 
has the halakhic status of an offspring? That is not so; rather, Rabbi 
Yehoshua is uncertain of its halakhic status, and therefore here, in 
this case, he rules stringently, and there he also rules stringently. 


The Gemara elaborates: First of all, with regard to a situation where 
a woman discharged a gestational sac in which the amniotic fluid was 
turbid, in which case the obligation of primogeniture is a monetary 
matter, i.e., the obligation to redeem the newborn child by paying 
money to a priest, the subsequent births are exempt, in accordance 
with the principle that uncertainty with regard to monetary matters 
is treated leniently. 


By contrast, with regard to an animal, in which case firstborn status 
is a ritual matter, as there are prohibitions involving, i.e., against, 
shearing the animal’s wool and using the animal for labor before it 
incurs a blemish, the discharged gestational sac is not considered an 
offspring and does not exempt subsequent births from the obligations 
of firstborn status, as uncertainty with regard to ritual matters is 
treated stringently. So too, with regard to the impurity of awoman 
who discharged a gestational sac, she is deemed impure, as uncer- 
tainty with regard to impurity is treated stringently, which means 
that for the purposes of this halakha a gestational sac is considered an 
offspring. 


The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Yehoshua uncertain about the hala- 
kha ofa woman who discharges a gestational sac? But doesn’t he cite 
a verse as proof that the woman has the impurity of one who gave 
birth? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehoshua maintains that the 
woman is impure by rabbinic law, and the verse he cites is a mere 
support for this halakha; it is not the actual source. 


Rav Hanina bar Shelamya said to Rav: This is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, who told his students that he did not hear from his 
teachers the halakha in the case of a woman who discharged a gesta- 
tional sac full of flesh; and this is the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son 
of Rabbi Yosei, who cited his father’s opinion that in such a case the 
woman is impure. And this is the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya, that the 
dispute between Rabbi Yehoshua and the Rabbis applies only in a 
case where the amniotic fluid is turbid; and finally this is the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, who holds that the dispute applies if 
the amniotic fluid is clear. In accordance with whose opinion does 
the Master hold? 
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HALAKHA 
What is a gestational sac in which tissue devel- 
oped — opava Vaw mpg: What is the definition of 
a gestational sac in which tissue developed, which 
renders a woman who discharges it impure with the 
impurity of a woman after childbirth? It is a sac that 
contains an embryo whose body looks like a lentil; 
whose eyes look like two drops, like the eyes of a fly, 
and are distant from each other; whose nostrils look 
the same, but are close to each other; whose mouth 
is open just to the length of a hair. It does not need 
to have the shape of arms and legs (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:3). 


And one does not examine it with water, etc. - 
93) O22 Ini p/P TIA px: If the form of a discharged 
embryo i is more developed than it was at the out- 
set of its formation, but its sex is still indiscernible, 
it should be examined after cleaning it with oil, 
not water (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 10:3). 


NOTES 
Its body [geviyyato] - in»: Some commentaries 
interpret this word as referring to the penis (Rashi; 
Tosafot). Others explain that the reference is to the 
entire body (Rambam). 


BACKGROUND 
Like a lentil - mwya: When a lentil is mentioned in 
the Mishna and Talmud, the reference is generally to 
the red lentil, whose diameter is 4 mm. 


Perek III 
Daf25 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


In what manner does one examine it to ascertain 
whether it is male, etc. — 121 0% yp inix pptia maa 
nain: The examination of a discharged fetus whose 
sex is indiscernible is performed by running a sliver 
of wood whose top is smooth along the fetus's sex 
organ from top to bottom. If the slivers movement 
is not smooth, the fetus is evidently male. If the sex 
organ looks like a cracked grain of barley, the fetus is 
clearly female, and further examination is unneces- 
sary (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:3). 
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Rav said to Rav Hanina bar Shelamya: I say that both in this case, 
where the amniotic fluid is turbid, and in that case, where the fluid 
is clear, the woman does not need to be concerned that she has the 
status of a woman who gave birth to an offspring. 


And Shmuel says: In both this case and that case, the woman must 
be concerned that the discharged gestational sac has the status of 
an offspring, and therefore she is considered impure like a woman 
who gave birth. And Shmuel follows his standard line of reasoning 
here, as when Rav Dimi came and transmitted many halakhic tradi- 
tions, the latter said: In Neharde’a the Sages never deemed a 
woman who discharged a gestational sac pure, except for the case 
ofa certain gestational sac that came before Shmuel, who placed 
a hair on this side of that sac, and it was visible from that side. 
Shmuel said, based on this test: If it were so, that there was an 
offspring in the sac, it would not have been so transparent. He 
therefore deemed the woman pure, but his ruling applied only in 
that extreme case. 


§ The mishna teaches: But if the sac was one in which tissue devel- 
oped, the halakhic status of the woman is that of a woman after 
childbirth. Since the sex of the embryo is unknown, she observes 
the strictures of a woman who gave birth both to a male and to a 
female; she is impure for fourteen days like a woman who gave birth 
to a female, but blood that she sees thereafter is pure only until forty 
days after birth, like a woman who gave birth to a male. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: What is the definition of a gestational sac in 
which tissue developed?" Abba Shaul says: The beginning of the 
formation of the embryo is from its head, and its two eyes look 
like two drops, similar to the eyes of a fly. Rabbi Hiyya teaches: 
These eyes must be distant from each other. Furthermore, its two 
nostrils look like two drops, similar to the nostrils of a fly. 


Rabbi Hiyya teaches: And these eyes must be close to each other. 
And its mouth stretches along the width ofits face like a strand of 
hair. And its body’ is like the size ofa lentil.” And if it was female, 
its vagina can be discerned by the appearance ofa line like a cracked 
grain of barley oriented along the length of its body. 


And it does not have the shape of arms and legs at this stage. And 
it is said with regard to an embryo at this stage, in the texts of tradi- 
tion, the Prophets: “Have You not poured me out as milk, and 
curdled me like cheese? You have clothed me with skin and flesh, 
and knit me together with bones and sinews. You have granted 
me life and favor, and Your providence has preserved my spirit” 


(Job 10:10-12). 


And one does not examine it with water" to discover its sex, as 
water is too strong, 


and dissolves it. Rather, one examines it with oil, as oil is soft and 
cleans the embryo so that its sex can be discerned. And one views 
it only in the light of the sun. 


The baraita continues: How does one examine the embryo? The 
Gemara expresses surprise at this question: How does one exam- 
ine it to determine whether it has the halakhic status of an off- 
spring? Clearly, one examines it as we just said. Rather, the ques- 
tion is as follows: In what manner does one examine it to ascertain 
whether it is male" or whether it is female? 
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Abba Shaul bar Nash, and some say Abba Shaul bar Remash, says: 
One brings a sliver of wood whose top is smooth, and he moves 
it along the embryo in that place, i.e., the sex organ. If the sliver 
is caught, i.e., its movement is not smooth, it is known that the 
embryo is male, as its member interfered with the movement of the 
sliver. And if the sliver is not caught, it is known that it is female. 


Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: They taught this 
halakha, that if the movement of the sliver is not smooth then the 
embryo is male, only if the sliver was moved along the sex organ of 
the embryo from below to above;" but if it was moved from the 
sides, from one side to the other, the fact that it was not smooth 
does not prove that the embryo is male, as one can say that the sides 
of the womb interfered. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava says: The complete version of the baraita is 
taught as follows: If it was female, its vagina can be discerned by 
the appearance ofa line like a cracked grain of barley oriented along 
the length ofits body. Rav Nahman objects to this: But perhaps it 
is not the vagina but the recess between the testes, and the embryo 
is male. Abaye said to him: Now, at this stage of development, the 
testes of the embryo themselves are not discernible. Is it possible 
that the recess between the testes is discernible? 


The baraita teaches that at this stage an embryo does not have the 
shape of arms and legs. Rabbi Amram says that it is taught in a 
baraita that when an embryo’s arms and legs start to take shape, its 
two thighs look like two strings of crimson thread [zehorit].? And 
Rabbi Amram says with regard to this matter that the thighs look 
like two strings of the woof, which are thicker than those of the 
warp. The baraita adds: And its two arms look like two strings of 
crimson thread. And Rabbi Amram says with regard to this matter 
that the arms look like two strings of the warp.’ 


Shmuel said to Rav Yehuda: Shinnana,' do not perform an action, 
i.e., do not issue a practical ruling deeming a woman who discharges 
an embryo at this stage of development impure, unless the embryo 
has grown hair." The Gemara asks: And did Shmuel actually say 
that? But doesn’t Shmuel say with regard to a woman who dis- 
charged a gestational sac that both in this case, where the amniotic 
fluid is turbid, and in that case, where the fluid is clear, the woman 
must be concerned that the discharged gestational sac might have 
the status of an offspring, which would mean that she is impure even 
without the growth of hair on the embryo? 


NOTES — 


They taught only from below to above — menn Kby ww x 
myy: The later commentaries infer from the statement of 
Rabba bar Avuh that the sliver should be run along the sex 
organ of the fetus specifically from bottom to top, and not from 
top to bottom. The reason for this is that if one runs the sliver 


Do not perform an action unless the embryo has grown 
hair - vyg w xy ayn xd: A woman who discharged 
an underdeveloped fetus does not observe the period of purity 
that a woman after childbirth observes unless the fetus has 


HALAKHA 


along the sex organ from top to bottom, he may inadvertently 
skip over the penis, whereas if one runs it from bottom to top, 
the penis will invariably interfere. By contrast, the Rambam 
writes that one runs the sliver along the sex organ from top to 
bottom (Arukh LaNer). 


grown hair. This is in accordance with Shmuel’s instruction to 
Rav Yehuda and Rav Ami's interpretation of his statement (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:3). 


—_————__ BACKGROUND 


Crimson thread [zehorit] - mm: Zehorit is a woven mate- 


rial made of wool or silk and dyed crimson. Crimson pig- 
ment is produced from the eggs of the scale insect of the 
genus Kermes, which is found among trees. Crimson-dyed 
material was used in various items in the Temple and for 
decorative purposes outside of the Temple. 


Left to right: Dried female Kermes echinatus with eggs, dyed string, dyed wool 


Warp - nw: In the craft of weaving, threads of the warp 
are normally fixed on the loom, forming the foundation of 
he fabric. The threads of the woof are crossed between the 
hreads of the warp in different ways. Since the threads of 
he warp hold the weave together, they need to be much 
stronger than the threads of the woof. Nevertheless, they 
are often thinner than the threads of the woof. Therefore, 
he spinning of the threads for the warp required greater 
care than the spinning of the threads for the woof. 


Reconstructed ancient loom 


| LANGUAGE ~ 
Shinnana — *33°B: This is a nickname for Rav Yehuda, 
appearing in several places in the Talmud. According to 
Rashi, the name means sharp or brilliant. By contrast, the 
geonim assert that they are certain that this is an expression 
describing one with large teeth [shinayim], noting that the 
expression was still employed in their time. 
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BACKGROUND 
the sea - © by at: The sandal fish men- 


tioned in the Gemara is generally identified with 


flatfish 


in the genus Bothus, which lie flat on the 


ocean floor. 


Fish of the genus Bothus 


This m 
Rabbi 


NOTES 


ishna is taught from the testimony of 
Nehunya = mi) KIM 937 by inva 


it Mawr: Rashi explains that the ruling in this 


baraita i 


is an individual opinion, and therefore 


one cannot use it as the basis of an objection. 


The ear! 


y commentaries derive from here that the 


halakha is that a sandal fetus is considered an 
offspring even if it does not have the shape of a 


face. A 


though Rabbi Yohanan, who states that 


this baraita is an individual opinion, is quoted 
earlier (24a) as stating that if a woman discharges 


a fetus 


whose face is flat, she is pure, the case of 


a sandal fetus is different, as it was originally a 


normal 


offspring, and was mashed by its twin 


(Rashba; Ritva). 
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Rav Ami bar Shmuel says: This matter was explained to me by Mar 
Shmuel: As for being concerned that perhaps she is impure, the woman 
must be concerned, due to the uncertainty whether she discharged an 
offspring. But we do not give her the days of purity that follow the 
period of impurity for a woman who gave birth, unless the embryo has 
grown hair. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Shmuel is uncertain whether a 
gestational sac has the halakhic status of an offspring? But there was an 
incident involving a certain gestational sac that was brought before 
Mar Shmuel, and Shmuel said: This embryo is forty-one days old. And 
Shmuel subsequently calculated the amount of time that had passed 
from the day that the woman went to perform immersion in a ritual 
bath until that day, and it was only forty days. 


And he said to the local court: This husband engaged in intercourse 
with his wife when she was a menstruating woman. They bound the 
husband and he confessed. Since Shmuel was so proficient in embryol- 
ogy, why was he unsure about the halakhic status of a gestational sac? 
The Gemara answers: Shmuel himself is different, as his strength, i.e., 
his proficiency, was great. His general ruling that the halakhic status of 
a gestational sac is uncertain applies to people who are not as proficient 
as he is. 


§ The mishna teaches that a woman who discharges a sandal fetus or 
one who discharges an afterbirth observes the strictures ofa woman who 
gave birth both to a male and to a female. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
A sandal fetus has a similar appearance to a certain fish of the sea® 
known as a sandal fish; it looks as though it is a full-fledged offspring 
from the outset, but it was mashed. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 
A sandal fetus has an appearance that is similar to the tongue of the 
large bull." Students testified in the name of our teachers that for a 
sandal fetus to have the halakhic status of an offspring, it requires the 
shape of a face. 


Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The halakha is that a sandal fetus 
requires the shape of a face for it to have the status of an offspring. Rav 
Adda says that Rav Yosef says that Rabbi Yitzhak says: A sandal fetus 
requires the shape of a face, but the face does not need to be in its 
proper location; even if the face is on the back of its head, the fetus has 
the status of an offspring. A parable to which this situation can be com- 
pared is that of a person who slapped another in the face and pushed 
his face back. Here too, the face of the sandal fetus was pushed back due 
to external pressure. 


The Gemara relates: In the days of Rabbi Yannai, the other Sages wished 
to deem pure a woman who discharges a sandal fetus that does not have 
the shape ofa face. Rabbi Yannai said to them: You have deemed pure 
women who discharge offspring. Rabbi Yannai holds that even a sandal 
fetus that does not have the shape of a face is considered an offspring. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that students testified 
in the name of our teachers that for a sandal fetus to have the halakhic 
status of an offspring it requires the shape of a face? Rav Beivai bar 
Abaye says that Rabbi Yohanan says in response: This mishna, i.e., the 
ruling to which the students testified, is taught from the testimony of 
Rabbi Nehunya." In other words, this ruling is the opinion of an indi- 
vidual tanna, which is not accepted. Rabbi Zeira says: Rav Beivai mer- 
ited that his ruling of halakha, which he transmitted in the name of 
Rabbi Yohanan, was accepted. As he and I were both sitting before 
Rabbi Yohanan when Rabbi Yohanan said this halakha, but Rav Beivai 
said it first to the other Sages, and thereby merited that it was ascribed 
to him. 


A sandal fetus has an appearance similar to the tongue of the 
large bull - Sinan siw bw wd mit bap: Sometimes part of the 
blood from which a human fetus is formed solidifies and forms the 


HALAKHA 
body. This item is referred to as a sandal fetus. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:12). 


shape of a bull's tongue, and it is wrapped around part of the fetus's 
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Q The Gemara asks: Why does the mishna mention that ifa woman 
discharged a sandal fetus she observes the strictures of a woman 
who gave birth both to a male and to a female? Since there is no 
such thing as a sandal fetus that does not have another offspring 
with it, which mashed it and gave it the form of a sandal fish, in any 
case the woman has the impurity of a woman after childbirth. 


The Gemara answers: Ifit is a female offspring that is born with the 
sandal fetus, it is indeed unnecessary to mention the halakha of the 
sandal fetus, as the woman is in any case impure for two weeks. But 
here we are dealing with a case where a male is born with it," on 
account of which the woman would be impure for only seven days 
were it not for the sandal fetus. 


In this case, it is necessary for the mishna to state that the woman 
observes the strictures of one who gave birth both to a male and to 
a female, lest you say that since Rav Yitzhak bar Ami says that the 
sex of a fetus is determined at the moment of conception, as, if the 
woman emits seed first she gives birth to a male and if the man 
emits seed first she gives birth to a female, therefore, it can be 
concluded from the fact that this offspring that was born with the 
sandal fetus is male, that this sandal fetus is also male. 


Lest this reasoning be accepted, the mishna teaches us that the 
woman must observe the strictures of a woman who gave birth to 
a female as well. This is because one can say that perhaps both 
the man and the woman emitted seed at the same time, and 
consequently this offspring is male and that sandal fetus is female. 


Alternatively, it can be suggested that it is necessary for the mishna 
to state this halakha even with regard to a case where the twin of the 
sandal fetus is female, as, if the woman gives birth to the female 
before sunset and gives birth to the sandal fetus after sunset, which 
is considered the next day, the sex of the sandal fetus affects the 
count of the woman’s periods of impurity and purity. 


If the sandal fetus is male, the woman’s status as a woman after 
childbirth ends after the eightieth day from the birth of the female 
offspring, and she counts the beginning of the period when seeing 
blood renders her impure as a menstruating woman from the birth 
of the first offspring, i.e., the female. But if the sandal fetus is female, 
the woman has the status of awoman after childbirth until after the 
eightieth day from its birth, which is the eighty-first day from the 
birth of the first offspring. If so, she counts the beginning of the 
period when seeing blood renders her impure as a menstruating 
woman from the birth of the last offspring, i.e., the sandal fetus. 


The Gemara discusses why the case of a woman who discharged a 
sandal fetus is mentioned in other mishnayot, given that a sandal 
fetus always has a twin. First the Gemara discusses the halakha of a 
woman who discharged a sandal fetus that we learned in a mishna 


with regard to firstborns (Bekhorot 46a), which states that the son 
who is born after a sandal fetus has the status of a firstborn with 
regard to inheritance but not with regard to the obligation of 
redemption from a priest. The Gemara asks: For what matter is that 
halakha relevant? Since the sandal fetus has a twin that is born with 
it, the subsequent son is in any case exempt from redemption. 


HALAKHA 


Where a male is born with it — #712 731 vont: Occa- 
sionally, when the abdomen of a pregnant woman is struck, 


he fetus is disfigured and assumes the shape o 
etus. Sometimes the face remains, and other 
etus dries up and is so disfigured and covered 


woman discharges a male fetus and a sandal 
must observe the strictures of a woman who g 
o both a male and a female, as the sandal fe 


a sandal fetus as an offspring even if it does no 
shape of a face, because the woman is anywa 


a sandal 
imes the 
by solidi- 


fied blood that no facial features remain. Therefore, if a 


etus, she 
ives birth 
us might 


be female. The Sages instituted this stringency treating 


have the 
y impure 


with the impurity of a woman after childbirth d 


ue to the 


full-fledged offspring that is born with it (Rambam Sefer 


Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:12). 
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HALAKHA 


The halakha of a sandal fetus with regard to inheri- 
tance - abn paw bap: A son who is born after still- 
born babies is considered the firstborn with regard 
to inheritance (Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot Nahalot 2:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 277:6). 


The halakha of a sandal fetus with regard to redemp- 
tion from a priest — y3 paw bap: In a case where a 

woman discharged an afterbirth, a gestational sac in 

which tissue developed, or an embryo in the form of a 

sandal fish, or in a case where she gave birth to a fetus 
that emerged in pieces, if she subsequently gives birth 

to a son, it is not considered as though he “opens the 

womb” (Exodus 13:2), and he does not require redemp- 
tion (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 11:14,15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 305:22). 


She brings an offering for giving birth to the 
sandal - bao 1297 xn: Ifa woman discharges a 
full-fledged male fetus and a sandal fetus, she observes 
the strictures of a woman who gave birth to both a 
male and a female, due to the uncertain sex of the 
sandal fetus. This is not the fundamental halakha but 
rather a stringency of the Sages (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:12, and see Or Same‘ah there; 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:6). 


BACKGROUND 

Delivered by caesarean section — 1911 111 xyi: This 
refers to an offspring that was born by caesarean sec- 
tion. There is no record of such an operation being 
performed in the ancient world on a woman who was 
still alive, but only on a woman who died during child- 
birth, in order to save the offspring. Only in the modern 
era is this operation performed on women who are 
still alive. Nevertheless, various mishnayot and discus- 
sions in the Talmud indicate that among Jews these 
operations were performed on living women even in 
antiquity, and some who were operated upon not only 
survived but even managed to become pregnant and 
have children again. 


NOTES 

The sandal fetus is considered to have been born 
only when the majority of its body emerges — Sap 
PAN PIT TW: The early commentaries explain that 
although in general an offspring is considered to have 
been born once its head comes out, a sandal fetus is 
stillborn, and a stillborn fetus is considered to have 
been born only when the majority of its body emerges 
(Rashi). 
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The Gemara answers: That halakha is relevant for a case where the 
sandal fetus’s twin comes out of the womb after it. The mishna 
teaches that as the sandal fetus was born first, its twin is considered 
a firstborn with regard to inheritance," but it is not a firstborn 
with regard to redemption from a priest.” 


The Gemara discusses the halakha with regard to a woman who 
discharged a sandal fetus that we learned in a mishna in tractate 
Karetot (7b), which states that such a woman brings the offering of 
a woman who gave birth. The Gemara asks: For what matter is that 
halakha relevant? In any case that woman is obligated to bring the 
offering of a woman who gave birth, due to the twin. 


The Gemara answers: It is necessary for the mishna to state that if a 

woman gives birth to a full-fledged offspring by means of caesar- 
ean section, and to a sandal fetus in a regular manner through the 

womb, in such a case she brings an offering for giving birth to the 

sandal" fetus, despite the fact that she does not bring an offering for 
the full-fledged offspring, as one does not bring an offering for a 

birth by caesarean section. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Shimon, who said that 
an offspring which is delivered by means of caesarean section’ is 
considered a full-fledged offspring, and its mother does bring an 
offering, what is there to say? Why is it necessary for the mishna to 
state this halakha if the woman must bring an offering regardless of 
the sandal fetus? 


Rabbi Yirmeya says: It is necessary for the mishna to state that if a 

woman gives birth to the full-fledged offspring while she is a gen- 
tile, when the halakhot of a woman after childbirth do not apply to 

her, and she immediately converts to Judaism and gives birth to the 

sandal fetus after she converted and became obligated to observe 

the halakhot ofa woman after childbirth, that she brings an offering 
for the sandal fetus. 


The Sages said the answers to these questions before Rav Pappa, 
and they asked him: And are these answers correct? Can it be 
suggested that the sandal fetus was born before or after the twin 
fetus? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that when a sandal fetus and 
the full-fledged offspring exit the womb, they exit only wrapped 
around one another? 


Rav Pappa said in response: Conclude from it that the sandal fetus 

and its twin do not lie side by side, but rather the full-fledged off- 
spring encounters the sandal fetus at half its height, i.e., the head 

of the full-fledged offspring presses into the abdomen of the sandal 

fetus. And when they are born, the full-fledged offspring pushes 

the sandal fetus toward the direction its head is pointing, to the 

entrance of the womb, causing the sandal fetus to be born first. 
Therefore, the mishna with regard to firstborns can be explained as 

referring to a case where the fetuses exited the womb with their 
heads first, as in such a case the sandal fetus emerges first. By 
contrast, the mishna in tractate Karetot is referring to a case where 

they emerged with their feet first, as in such a case the full-fledged 

offspring emerges first. 


Rav Huna bar Tahlifa says in the name of Rava: You may even 
say that the two fetuses lie precisely side by side, and you should 
reverse Rav Pappa’s halakha so that it reads as follows: With regard 
to firstborns, the reference is to a case where the fetuses emerged 
with their feet first. In such a case, the full-fledged offspring, which 
has life, hangs on and does not emerge so quickly, whereas the 
sandal fetus, which does not have life, slides out and emerges first. 
In tractate Karetot, it is referring to a case where the fetuses came 
out with their heads first. In such an instance, with regard to the 
full-fledged offspring, which has life, once its head emerges it is 
considered a birth, whereas the sandal fetus is considered to have 
been born only when the majority of its body emerges." 
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MI S HN A If there is an afterbirth in the house," 


the house is ritually impure, in the sense 
that everything under the roof contracts impurity imparted by a 
corpse. The reason is not that the status of an afterbirth is that of 
an offspring;" rather, it is that there is no afterbirth without an 
offspring. It is clear that the afterbirth contained an offspring that 
disintegrated after the miscarriage. That offspring rendered the 
contents of the house impure. 


Rabbi Shimon says: The house does not become a tent over a corpse, 
as although there had been an offspring in the afterbirth, the off- 
spring disintegrated, turning to blood, before it emerged from the 

womb, and it was negated by the majority of blood that accompanied 

the miscarriage. 


G E N { A RA The Sages taught in a baraita with regard to 


the appearance of the afterbirth: At the out- 
set of the pregnancy, the afterbirth is so thin that it is similar to a 
string of the woof," and at the end of the pregnancy it is much wider, 
similar in width to a lupine.’ And the afterbirth is hollow like a 
trumpet,” and there is no afterbirth whose length is less than a 
handbreadth.’ Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel says: An afterbirth is 
similar to the craw of roosters, from which the small intestine 
emerges. 


Lupine - pian: Lupine is the name for several plants from the 
legume family. The cultivated lupine, Lupinus termis; the yellow 
lupine, L. luteus; and the Israeli lupine, L. palaestinus, are particu- 
larly common. Lupine seeds, which are round with a diameter of 
up to15 mm in the cultivated lupine, grow inside pods. The seeds 
are extremely bitter, due to their alkaloid content, and must be 
boiled in water to be edible. The water is then poured out and 


the seeds are boiled again or soaked. 


White lupines 


Yellow lupine 


Israeli lupines 


Trumpet - myisn: 


Ancient Persian trumpet from Persepolis 


Handbreadth - nay: A handbreadth [tefah], which is the width 
of a clenched fist, is one of the standard measures of length used 
in the Talmud. One handbreadth is equal to four fingerbreadths. 
This is equivalent to five times the width of the middle finger or 
six times the width of the little finger. According to the opinion 
of Rabbi Hayyim Na'e, a handbreadth is 8 cm long. According to 
the opinion of the Hazon Ish, a handbreadth is 9.6 cm long. In the 
Bible a handbreadth is sometimes called a tofah, and the Talmud 
occasionally uses the word pushha. 


rom the publisher 


— m 
Afterbirth in the house - maa xu: If a woman dis- 
charged an afterbirth, the house where she discharged it 
is definitely impure, due to the presumption that there is 
no afterbirth without an offspring (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 25:10). 


Not that an afterbirth is an offspring - th wowmw x: 
If a woman discharged an afterbirth, she observes the 
strictures of a woman who gave birth to both a male and 
a female, not because the status of an afterbirth is that of 
an offspring, but rather because there is no such thing as 
an afterbirth without an offspring (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:14). 


Afterbirth is so thin that it is similar to a string of the 
woof -= aW Sw vind mats anonn ww: The thick mem- 
brane that is like a gourd i in which the fetus is formed and 
that surrounds the fetus and the sandal, if there is a sandal 
with it, is called the afterbirth. When it is time for the 
offspring to be born, it tears the afterbirth and emerges. 
When it is first formed, the afterbirth is similar to a string 
of the woof, hollow like a trumpet, and thick like the craw 
of a rooster. An afterbirth is at least one handbreadth long 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:13). 
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—————_ PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Oshaya the youngest [zeeira] of the company 
[demin havrayya] — 8AN ja KPY MW 127: This 
Sage, who is mentioned on a few occasions, may be 
Rav Oshaya from Babylonia. The meaning of his title is 
unclear, as he might be called Oshaya the Young, who 
came from a place called Havrayya, perhaps to differenti- 
ate from another Oshaya. Alternatively, as translated 
here, he might be known as Oshaya, the youngest of 
the group of Sages. 


go 


| BACKGROUND | 
Hyssop [ezov] - 35%: While the Sages were unsure of 
the precise identification of the ezov plant mentioned 
in the Torah, from the various descriptions it seems 
that it is bible hyssop, Majorana syriaca. Bible hyssop, 
a fragrant plant that reaches a height of 50-100 cm, 
grows in rocky terrain in Eretz Yisrael and in surround- 
ing countries. The plant spreads out from its base into 
rigid wooden branches, which annually produce straight 
stems that dry out and die in winter. The white flowers 
of the hyssop plant are tightly bunched at the tips of its 
branches. Dried leaves of bible hyssop are used in the 
spice za’atar. 


Bible hyssop 


Kefar Temarta - Kayan 393: Kefar Temarta was a town in 
the Galilee east of the modern-day town Ir Dor. Its name 
is preserved in the nearby Arab town called Tamra. 


= NOTES — 

Are there two halakhot of amora’‘im in this list, there 
is only one — K7 XIN ‘AIA: Why doesn't the Gemara 
similarly question Sheila's statement that there are three 
baraitot that require the minimum measure of a hand- 
breadth, as there are actually four baraitot? One pos- 
sibility is that Sheila disagrees with the halakha taught 
by Rabbi Hiyya, and therefore he does not consider his 
statement equivalent to the other baraitot. Alternatively, 
the Gemara could in fact have asked this question, but 
this is in effect the same difficulty that the Gemara raises, 
merely from a different perspective (Ramban). 


174 


NIDDA ` PEREK III: 26A: 3 a71 p75 


KINT AT KPY OYYIN 937 WIN 
meow ya ie oy pye mean 
ANT TDI TT ATW Ape 


TAD NANT- ABW PONTIN -N17 
IB HRW em WVA DW Nyy KT 
Isa? TACT pa ag Ta gA 

nap 183M 


VS P1991 WONT PT TD ATT 
py py ad ow tw pnt 31 
KANT- DID iTV DITA KYI 
ney yas — ewe 13773 DW 

DD - Site KYT DVN - IN 


IW WTI MDB TA MIT 127 WOK 
PET NEPAD TDA TIO 99 wg 
STM nap NY - NOVY 
NITORI TAN NIDY PIN TAN BT 

nav aiy 


Since the baraita states that the minimum length of an afterbirth is 
a handbreadth, the Gemara cites another baraita that lists different 
items whose halakhic status is dependent on a minimum measure 
of a handbreadth. It is taught by Rabbi Oshaya, the youngest 
[ze’eira] of the company [demin havrayya]? of Sages: There are 
five items whose minimum measure is one handbreadth, and 
these are they: An afterbirth, the shofar for blowing on Rosh 
HaShana, the spine of a lulav that must be taken on Sukkot, the 
width of the wall of a sukka, and the hyssop [veha’ezov].° Hyssop 
is used for the purification of a leper and for the preparation of 
the ashes of a red heifer in order to sprinkle them with water on 
someone who is ritually impure due to impurity imparted by 
a corpse. 


The Gemara elaborates: The halakha with regard to an afterbirth 

is that which we stated above. The halakha of a shofar is as it is 

taught in a baraita: How much is the measure of the length of a 

shofar" for blowing on Rosh HaShana? Rabbi Shimon ben Gam- 
liel explained: It must be long enough that when one holds it in 

his hand with four fingers, it can be seen protruding on one side 

of his hand and on the other side, i.e., at least one handbreadth. 


What is the halakha with regard to a spine of a lulav? It is as Rabbi 
Parnakh said that Rabbi Yohanan says: The spine ofa lulav" must 
protrude at least one handbreadth beyond the myrtle branch that 
is tied together with it. The halakha of the wall of a sukka" is as it 
is taught in a baraita: A sukka is valid only if it has two full-fledged 
partitions in the standard sense, completely closing each of those 
two sides and measuring at least seven handbreadths, and a third 
wall that measures even one handbreadth. If the third wall is less 
than a handbreadth long, the sukka is unfit. Finally, the halakha 
with regard to the hyssop is stated in a baraita that Rabbi Hiyya 
teaches: The hyssop" used for the purification of a leper and for 
the preparation of the ashes of a red heifer must measure at least 
one handbreadth. 


Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa says that Sheila of Kefar Temarta® 
taught as a mnemonic: There are three baraitot, with regard to 
an afterbirth, a shofar, and the wall of a sukka, and there are two 
independent halakhot of amora’im, of the spine of a lulav and the 
hyssop, where the minimum measure of one handbreadth is 
required. The Gemara asks: Are there two halakhot of amora’im in 
this list? There is only one" statement, with regard to the spine of 
a lulav. The halakha of the hyssop is taught in a baraita by Rabbi 
Hiyya. Abaye says: Revise the wording of that statement, so that it 
should not read that Rabbi Hiyya taught a baraita; rather, say that 
Rabbi Hiyya says himself that the hyssop must measure at least 
one handbreadth, i.e., that halakha is not taught in a baraita. 


= HALAKHA ~ 


The measure of a shofar — "Div nyw: The minimum length 
of a shofar sufficient for blowing on Rosh HaShana is enough 
that when one holds it in his hand with four fingers, it can be 


seen protruding from both sides of his fingers, i.e., one hand- 
breadth (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLu- 


lav 1:5 and Haggahot Maimoniyyot there; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 586:9). 


The measure of...the spine of a lulav - ab bw iT.. w: 


The spine of a lulav must be at least four handbreadths long, 


not including the top of its leaves. Since the myrtle branch 
and the willow branch that are taken with the lulav must be at 
least three handbreadths long, when one ties the /u/av with the 
myrtle branch and the willow branch, the /ulav should protrude 
beyond the myrtle branch and the willow branch at least one 
handbreadth, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 7:8). 


The measure of...the wall of a sukka - 7310 }D17... Wy: A sukka 
that does not have three walls is unfit. If it has two full-fledged 
partitions standing perpendicular to each other, forming an L 
shape, one can render the sukka fit by adding a wall that is one 
handbreadth wide at a distance of less than three handbreadths 
from one of the preexisting partitions. The third wall consists 
of the one-handbreadth-wide wall and the established form 
of a doorway (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka 
VeLulav 4:2). 


The measure of...the hyssop — 3itx77..Ayw: The hyssop used 
for the purification of a leper and for the purification of a person 
who has contracted impurity imparted by a corpse must be at 
least one handbreadth long (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara‘at 11; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 3:2). 
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The Gemara asks: And are there no more cases where the minimum 
measure is one handbreadth, other than those five listed by Rabbi 
Oshaya? But isn’t there the following mishna (Oholot 3:7) that deals 
with the minimum size of a tent that transmits ritual impurity: A 
cubic space measuring one handbreadth by one handbreadth with 
a height of one handbreadth transmits ritual impurity. If a corpse 
is in that space, the impurity is transmitted to all people, vessels, and 
food in that space. And a space of that size serves as a barrier before, 
i.e., stops the spread of, ritual impurity" beyond that space. 


The Gemara answers: We said that there are five items whose mini- 
mum measure is one handbreadth; we did not say anything about 
a space whose measure is one handbreadth by one handbreadth. 


The Gemara further asks: But isn’t there the following mishna 
(Kelim 5:2): A stone that protrudes from the oven" by one hand- 
breadth, which is used as a handle for lifting and carrying the oven, 
and similarly a stone that protrudes from the stove’ three finger- 
breadths is considered as having a connection to the oven or stove 
with regard to ritual impurity. Consequently, if the oven or stove 
becomes impure, then the stone handle, which is classified as part 
of the oven, is likewise rendered impure. If the handle is longer than 
that, the additional length will be removed, so it is not considered 
to be part of the oven. 


The Gemara answers: When we said that there are five items whose 
minimum measure is one handbreadth, we were referring to cases 
where if it less than one handbreadth it is unfit for the purpose of 
the item. But here, where a protruding stone one handbreadth long 
is considered a handle of the oven, it is all the more so the case that 
a protruding stone is less than one handbreadth long is considered 
a handle of the oven. 


The Gemara asks: But aren’t there 


HALAKHA 


The measure of a tent with regard to transmitting ritual 
impurity and serving as a barrier before ritual impurity - 
mews yen mesh) mews NIT Sate sw: Any space 
with a base one handbreadth by one handbreadth and a height 
of one handbreadth is considered a tent. If a corpse is in that 
space, the impurity is transmitted to all people, vessels, and 
food in that space, but it does not spread beyond that space 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 13:1). 


A stone that protrudes from the oven — 1377 p2 MYT JAN: 
With regard to the handle of a vessel, if it is necessary for the 
use of the vessel, it is considered part of the vessel with regard 
to ritual impurity. Therefore, if the vessel becomes impure, the 
handle becomes impure as well. If the handle is not necessary 
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for the use of the vessel, it is not considered part of the vessel, 
and if the vessel becomes impure, the handle remains pure. 
Accordingly, a stone that protrudes one handbreadth from an 
oven or three fingerbreadths from a stove is considered part 
of the oven or stove, and if the oven or stove becomes impure, 
the stone becomes impure too, and it transmits impurity to 
any food or liquids that come in contact with it. If the stone 
protrudes more than one handbreadth from the oven, or more 
than three fingerbreadths from the stove, food or liquids that 
come in contact with the part of the stone that is more than 
one handbreadth or three fingerbreadths away from the oven 
or stove, respectively, remain pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hil- 
khot Kelim 17:1). 


- VA INT Dy ia A 
ARTADIEN non 
“PK 2) 


toy ovens with which girls play, whose minimum measure with 
regard to ritual impurity is also one handbreadth? As it is taught 
in a mishna (Kelim 5:1): A clay oven in its original, unbroken, state 
is susceptible to ritual impurity if it is four handbreadths tall. And 
with regard to an oven that became impure and was subsequently 
broken, if its remains include a piece four handbreadths tall, that 
piece remains impure. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


BACKGROUND 


Oven and stove — 31 113M: Ovens and stoves that were 
used in homes in antiquity were generally large clay vessels 
similar in form to a very large jug. They were heated by 
kindling a large fire inside. The difference between them in 
shape was that ovens were narrow on top and wide on the 
bottom, so that the heat could be contained in the oven for 
a significant amount of time. Stoves, on the other hand, had 
the same width both on top and on the bottom, and had 
two holes on top for pots to be placed on them. The heat in 
a stove was not contained as well as in an oven. 
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HALAKHA 


The measure of the remains of an oven with regard to 
ritual impurity - Axa paw wan yw ny: If a large 
oven breaks and a piece four handbreadths high remains 
intact, or if a small oven breaks and most of it remains 
intact, that piece is still susceptible to impurity. If less than 
this measure remains intact, it is no longer susceptible to 
impurity. Likewise, if a large oven is impure, and is shat- 
tered until less than four handbreadths remain intact, or, 
in the case of a small oven, if most of the oven does not 
remain intact, it is pure. Otherwise, that large piece is still 
impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 16:1). 


The measure of an oven with regard to ritual impu- 
rity - agaw pyh nan nyw: If one began to make a 
large oven, it is susceptible to ritual impurity once it is four 
handbreadths high and heated with fire, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis in the mishna in tractate 
Kelim (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 15:2). 


NOTES 

Rabbi Oshaya is not dealing with consecrated items — 
wap xb mpa: The early commentaries note that the 
Gemara could have cited this answer in response to the 
question of why the frame of the Table in the Temple 
is not listed. This is not difficult, as it is normal for the 
Gemara to state several different explanations even when 
one would have been sufficient (Ritva). 


Was silent — PW’: It is unclear from the Gemara why 
Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel was initially silent and did not 
respond to the contradiction that Rav Kahana raised, and 
only when Rav Kahana suggested a resolution to the 
contradiction, Rav Yitzhak responded that Rav had already 
said this explanation himself. 
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And the Rabbis say: In what case is this statement said? It is said 
in the case of a large oven, made for regular use; but with regard 
to a small oven made for girls to play with, in its original state, any 
size is sufficient for it to be susceptible to contract impurity. Once 
its construction is completed, if the oven then becomes impure 
and is subsequently broken, if its remains include a piece that 
contains the majority of the oven, that piece remains impure." 


The Gemara explains: And how small is the size defined by the 
mishna as any size? Rabbi Yannai says: One handbreadth," as 
people fashion toy ovens for girls one handbreadth high. This is 
another example of an item that has a minimum measure of one 
handbreadth, in addition to the five items listed by Rabbi Oshaya. 
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Oshaya is not speaking of matters that 
are subject to dispute, such as the minimum measure of an oven. 


The Gemara adds: Now that you have arrived at this answer, the 
fact that Rabbi Oshaya does not mention a stone protruding from 
an oven can be explained in the same manner, since this halakha 
is also subject to a dispute. As the latter clause of that mishna 
(Kelim 5:2) teaches that Rabbi Yehuda said: When the Sages said 
that a stone protruding from an oven is considered a handle if it 
protrudes one handbreadth, they said so only with regard to a 
stone that protrudes from the oven and toward the wall. If the 
stone protrudes more than that, it is not considered a handle, as it 
is likely to be removed so that the oven can be moved closer to the 
wall. But if the stone protrudes toward the airspace of the house, it 
is considered an oven handle even if it protrudes more than one 


handbreadth. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t there the frame of the 
Table in the Temple, which is one handbreadth wide, as stated in 
the Torah (Exodus 25:25)? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Oshaya 
is not dealing with matters that are written in the Torah. The 
Gemara further asks: But isn’t there the Ark Cover, which is one 
handbreadth thick, and its measure is not written explicitly in the 
Torah? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Oshaya is not dealing with 
consecrated items." 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the halakha of a cross beam, 
which is placed over the entrance to an alleyway in order to permit 
carrying items in the alleyway on Shabbat, and the halakha is 
that it is enough for a cross beam to be one handbreadth wide? 
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Oshaya is not dealing with matters 
of rabbinic law. Rather, he is speaking only of matters that are 
written in the Torah but whose measure is not explicit in 
the Torah. 


§ Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta sat before Rav Kahana, and 
he sat and said that Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: For all of the 
first three days after a woman gives birth, if she discharges after- 
birth, we attribute the afterbirth to the offspring. There is no 
concern that this afterbirth indicates the miscarriage of another 
offspring. From this point forward, once three days have passed 
since the birth, if the woman discharges an afterbirth, we are con- 
cerned that there might have been another offspring in the after- 
birth, and the halakhot of a woman who discharged an offspring 
apply to her. 


Rav Kahana said to Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel: And did Rav say this? 
But didn’t Rav say that an offspring does not remain in the womb 
at all after another offspring was born? Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel 
was silent." Rav Kahana said to him: Perhaps there is no contra- 
diction between Rav’s two statements, as here, where he indicates 
that a second offspring can emerge even three days after the first, 
the reference is to a case where the first offspring is a non-viable 
newborn, whereas there, in the statement that a second offspring 
does not remain in the womb after the first offspring was born, he 
is referring to a case where the first offspring is a viable offspring. 
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Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel said to him: Are you the one who says this 
explanation of Rav’s halakha of your own accord? Indeed, Rav said 
this explicitly: Ifa woman discharged a non-viable newborn and 
subsequently discharged an afterbirth, for all of the first three 
days we attribute the afterbirth to the offspring. From this point 
forward, if she discharged an afterbirth we are concerned that it 
contained another offspring. If she gave birth to a viable offspring 
and subsequently discharged an afterbirth, even from now until 
ten days after the birth we are not concerned that the afterbirth 
contained another offspring. 


The Gemara relates: Shmuel, Rav’s students, and Rav Yehuda were 

sitting together. Rav Yosef, son of Rav Menashya of D’vil,” was 
passing by and walking toward them, i.e., he was walking in their 
direction, and he was hurrying and coming along. Shmuel said to 
his company: A man is coming toward us whom one can knock 
down with a straw of wheat, and he falls and stays down. In other 
words, he cannot refute even a minor challenge to his opinions. 


In the meantime, Rav Yosef, son of Rav Menashya, arrived. Shmuel 
said to him: What did Rav say with regard to an afterbirth? Rav 
Yosef said to him that this is what Rav said: One attributes an 
afterbirth only to a viable item," i.e., a viable offspring. Shmuel 
subsequently asked all of Rav’s students who were present whether 
Rav actually said this, and they said to him that Rav indeed said so. 
Shmuel then looked at Rav Yehuda harshly, as Rav Yehuda was 
also a student of Rav, but he had not transmitted this halakha to 
Shmuel after Rav’s death. 


§ Rabbi Yosei ben Shaul asked Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: In the case 
of a woman who discharges an item in the form of a crow and 
there is also an afterbirth, what is the halakha? Is the afterbirth 
attributed to the discharged item, or is there concern that the after- 
birth might have contained another offspring? Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi said to him: One attributes an afterbirth only to an item 
whose species has an afterbirth. Since crows do not have an after- 
birth, the afterbirth cannot be associated with that discharged item. 


Rabbi Yosei ben Shaul then asked Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: If the 
afterbirth is tied to the item that has the form of a crow, what is the 
halakha? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: You asked about a 
matter that does not exist. Rabbi Yosei ben Shaul raised an objec- 
tion to this response from a baraita: With regard to a woman who 
discharges a type of domesticated animal, undomesticated ani- 
mal, or bird, and she discharges an afterbirth with them," in an 
instance when the afterbirth is tied to them we are not concerned 
about the possibility of another offspring. If the afterbirth is not 
tied to them, we are concerned that the afterbirth contained 
another offspring. And I impose upon them 


HALAKHA 


One attributes an afterbirth only to a viable item — phin ps 
xo ow 372 xox wowa Mx: Ifa woman discharged a stillborn 
baby and then discharged an afterbirth, the afterbirth is ascribed 
to another offspring, as an afterbirth can be associated only with a 
viable offspring, in accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:14; see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a194:4). 


A woman who discharges a type of domesticated animal, 
undomesticated animal, or bird, and an afterbirth with them — 
tay wows ai) ren mama pra mbit: In a case where a woman 
discharged a type of domesticated animal, undomesticated ani- 
mal, or bird, and discharged afterbirth, if the afterbirth was tied to 
the discharged item, there is no concern that it contained another 


offspring. If the afterbirth was not tied to the discharged item, 
there is concern that the afterbirth contained another offspring. 
Consequently, even if the discharged item appears to be male, 
the woman must observe the period of impurity of a woman 
who gave birth to a female, due to the uncertainty (Shakh) that 
perhaps the afterbirth contained a female offspring. The Shakh 
adds that nowadays a woman who discharges an item that has 
the shape of an animal observes the period of impurity of a 
woman who gave birth to a female regardless of the halakha 
of the afterbirth, as the halakhic authorities nowadays are not 
proficient in the differences between different discharged items 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:16; see Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 194:7). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Yosef son of Rav Menashya of D'vil - ma qp? 37 
Syn x3 177: Although this second-generation amora 
was a disciple of Rav, after Rav's death he addressed his 
questions to Shmuel. Although the disciples of Rav did 
not hold his scholarship in high regard, he did transmit 
several important traditions from Rav. He apparently 
lived a long life, as it is recorded that his widow went 
to court before Rav Yosef, a third-generation amora. 


NOTES 

Only to a viable item - sgp ow 3313 xdx: It is unclear 
what exactly is referred to as a viable item. Some com- 
mentaries maintain that the reference is specifically to 
a viable offspring, i.e., to one that survives. Other com- 
mentaries explain that a stillborn baby is also considered 
a viable item in this regard, as long as a fetus of its shape 
and degree of development is capable of surviving. But 
if a woman discharges a fetus that is incapable of surviv- 
ing, e.g., one whose thigh is in the middle of its body, 
or whose body is deficient, or that looks like a type of 
animal, the afterbirth is not associated with it, even if 
the woman discharged the afterbirth within three days 
of her miscarriage. Rather, the presumption is that the 
afterbirth contained another offspring (Rashi; Tosafot). 
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the stringency of two offspring, as I say: Perhaps the gestational 
sac of this afterbirth, which contained the offspring, disintegrated, 
and the afterbirth of the gestational sac containing the fetus shaped 
like an animal also disintegrated. If so, there are two offspring, and 
as it is possible that one is male and the other female, the mother 
must observe the strictures of one who gave birth to both a male 
and a female. In any event, this baraita is a conclusive refutation of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s claim that it is impossible for an afterbirth 
to be tied to a fetus that has the form of a bird. 


§ Rabba bar Sheila says that Rav Mattana says that Shmuel says: 
An incident occurred where the Sages attributed the afterbirth 
that a woman discharged to an offspring that was born up to ten 
days beforehand. And Shmuel added that the Sages said that one 
attributes an afterbirth to an offspring that was born only in the case 
of an afterbirth that emerges after the offspring" is born. By con- 
trast, an afterbirth that emerges before the offspring is born is not 
attributed to that offspring. 


Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: There was 
an incident where the Sages attributed the afterbirth to an off- 
spring that was born up to twenty-three days beforehand. Rav 
Yosef said to him a correction of his statement: You said to us on 
another occasion that the offspring was born up to twenty-four days 
beforehand. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Avira, says that Rabbi Yitzhak says: There 
was an incident where a woman was pregnant with twins, and one 
offspring remained in the womb for thirty-three days after the 
other offspring was born. Rav Yosef said to him: You said to us on 
another occasion that the second offspring was born thirty-four" 
days after the first. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
says that if a woman gives birth to a baby in her ninth month, she 
can give birth prematurely (see Rosh HaShana 11a). You find a situ- 
ation where there could be such a difference between the births of 
the two twins if the form of one of the twin fetuses was completed 
at the end of the seventh month, and it is born at that stage, and 
the form of the other one was completed at the beginning of the 
ninth month, and it is born then. In such a case, there can be a dif- 
ference of thirty-four days between the births. But according to the 
one who says that a woman who gives birth to a baby in her ninth 
month cannot give birth prematurely, but rather she gives birth at 
the end of the ninth month, what is there to say? 


The Gemara answers that one should reverse the statements: The 
difference of thirty-three days was stated with regard to a case of 
an afterbirth that was discharged an extended period after the birth 
of the offspring, whereas the gap of twenty-three days was stated 
with regard to a case of an offspring that was born after its twin. 


And the Sages said that one attributes only in the case of an 
afterbirth that emerges after the offspring - Kby phin may xh) 
Tan NINIT wowa: Ifa woman gave birth toa viable offspring 
and subsequently, discharged an afterbirth within twenty-three 
days from the day she gave birth, not including the day she gave 
birth (Shakh), she need not be concerned that the afterbirth 


HALAKHA 


contained another offspring; she may ascribe the afterbirth to 
the offspring to whom she knows she gave birth. If a woman 
discharged a stillborn fetus and subsequently discharged an 
afterbirth, she must take into account that perhaps the afterbirth 
contained an additional offspring (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 10:14; see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 194:4). 


You said to us up to twenty-four... 


NOTES 


you said to us thirty- whereas the tradition that there were twenty-four and thirty-four 


four -— b DAN TWAIN) Dyw.. Dax TYIW) O WY IY: The days refers to the days and not to the nights. Therefore there is no 


Arukh LaNer explains that the tradition that there were twenty- 


contradiction between the two versions. 


three and thirty-three days refers to twenty-four-hour periods, 
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Rabbi Avin bar Rav Adda says that Rav Menahem of the village 
of She’arim, and some say that he was from Beit She’arim,’ says: 
An incident occurred where one offspring remained in the womb 
after the other was born for three months, and both twins are 
sitting before us in the study hall. And who are they? They are 
Yehuda and Hizkiyya, the sons of Rabbi Hiyya."’ 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t the Master say that a woman cannot 
become pregnant and again become pregnant" with another off- 
spring while she is pregnant with the first? Abaye says: Both twins 
were conceived at the same time; it was one drop of semen and it 
split into two. The form of one was completed at the beginning 
of the seventh month, and the form of the other one was completed 
at the end of the ninth month. 


§ The mishna teaches that if there is an afterbirth in the house, the 
house is impure in the sense that everything under the roof con- 
tracts impurity imparted by a corpse. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
If there is an afterbirth in the house, the house is impure. The 
reason is not that the status of an afterbirth is that of an offspring; 
rather, it is that there is no afterbirth without an offspring, and 
the offspring rendered the contents of the house impure. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Shimon deem the contents of the house pure. 


‘These Sages said to Rabbi Meir: Do you not concede that if people 
removed the afterbirth to the outer room of the house in a basin, 
that the room is pure? Rabbi Meir said to them in response: Indeed, 
that room is pure; but why so? Because the offspring does not exist 
anymore, i.e., it presumably disintegrated while it was moved from 
place to place. 


These Sages said to him: Just as the offspring does not exist when 
the afterbirth is moved to the outer room, so too, it does not exist 
when the afterbirth is in the inner room either. In other words, the 
offspring presumably disintegrated while it was moved from the 
woman's womb to the place in the house where it is located. Rabbi 
Meir said to them: A situation in which the offspring disintegrated 
once, when the afterbirth was moved to its first location in the house, 
is not comparable to a case where the offspring disintegrated twice, 
i.e., when the afterbirth was first moved to the interior room of the 
house and then moved to the outer room. 


PERSONALITIES 


Yehuda and Hizkiyya the sons of Rabbi Hiyya - ya mam A 
wrt sat: Yehuda and Hizkiyya, twin sons of Rabbi Hiyya and his 
wife, Yehudit, were among the most prominent first-generation 
amora’im of Eretz Yisrael. They studied Torah in poverty throughout 
their lives, and were eventually recognized as outstanding Torah 
scholars. 

Yehuda and Hizkiyya moved from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael 
with their parents. Like his father, Hizkiyya compiled collections of 


They are Yehuda and Hizkiyya the sons of Rabbi Hiyya — 77117» 
KYT D1 9a TPIM: The early commentaries note that the three- 
month difference between the births of Yehuda and Hizkiyya con- 
tradicts the statement of Rav (26b) that when a woman is pregnant 
with two fetuses, one of the fetuses does not remain in the womb 
after the other is born. Furthermore, as Yehuda and Hizkiyya were 
cousins of Rav, Rav must have been aware of the circumstances 
of their birth. 

Some of the early commentaries claim that Rav was in fact not 
aware that Yehuda and Hizkiyya were born in this manner, but 
the Ramban writes that this is highly implausible. Others explain 
that Rav’s statement is referring to a case where both fetuses have 
developed sufficiently to be born; if one of the fetuses has not yet 
developed sufficiently, it might remain in the womb after its twin 
is born, even for an extended period of time. This was the case 
with Yehuda and Hizkiyya (Ran). Yet others maintain that although 


NOTES 


baraitot, cited occasionally in the Gemara with the introduction: A 
Sage from the school of Hizkiyya taught. He had many students, 
some of whom became prominent Torah scholars, including Rabbi 
Yohanan. Hizkiyya lived in Tiberias. 

Yehuda, who was apparently the firstborn, married the daughter 
of Rabbi Yannai and died during his father-in-law’s lifetime. Rabbi 
Yannai held his son-in-law Yehuda in high esteem; he nicknamed 
him Sinai and would stand before him. 


Rav was aware of the possibility of the birth of one offspring a 
significant period of time after the other, he considered it a rare 
case that need not be taken into account (Josafot). 


A woman cannot become pregnant and again become preg- 
nant — mayya IM Mayn AWN pr: The early commentar- 
ies disagree with regard to the exact meaning of this statement. 
Some maintain that a pregnant woman cannot become pregnant 
with another offspring at all (Rabbeinu Tam). Others hold that a 
pregnant woman can become pregnant with another offspring, 
but that offspring becomes a sandal fetus (Rashi on 45a). Another 
opinion is that the first offspring becomes a sandal fetus (Josefot 
Rid). Tosafot on tractate Sota (42b) cite the Jerusalem Talmud, where 
it is suggested that a woman can be pregnant from several men 
simultaneously. 


BACKGROUND 

Beit She‘arim - ow ma: Beit She'arim was a small 
village in the Jezreel Valley, in an area that is today 
called Sheikh Abreik. The Sanhedrin was located 
there during the lifetime of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
and he was buried there, despite the fact that before 
he died he moved to Tzippori for health reasons. The 
cemetery of Beit She’arim consequently became 
prestigious, and for several centuries prominent fami- 
lies from Eretz Yisrael as well as from the Diaspora 
buried their deceased there. This large cemetery was 
revealed in recent years. 


Location of Beit She’arim 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s burial site in Beit She’arim 


Remains of ancient synagogue in Beit She'arim 
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LANGUAGE 


Ladle [tarvad] - 311M: This term, which means ladle, 
also exists in other Semitic languages. Because ladles 
do not have a uniform size, the Gemara (50b) defines 
the size of the halakhic measurement referred to as 
a ladleful. 


NOTES 
A ladleful of dust into which any amount of dirt 


Rav's study hall, who maintain that the house is pure 
according to Rabbi Shimon because the measure o 
the dust of a corpse in the mixture is insufficient to 
render the house impure, this is referring to precisely 
a ladleful of dust. If there is a larger amount of dus 
of a corpse, a tiny amount of dirt does not nullify its 
impurity. But according to Rabba, who explains tha 
Rabbi Shimon rules that the dust of a corpse has the 
impurity status of a corpse only if it is not mingled, the 
reference is to any amount of dust. If so, the reason 
the baraita mentions specifically a ladleful of dust is 
in order to emphasize that according to the Rabbis 
even this minimal amount renders the house impure, 
despite the fact that there is some dirt mixed with 
it (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 

A ladleful of dust into which any amount of dirt fell - 
amy bp apy iain baw apa tym xn: In a case where 
the dust of a corpse is impure, as it was buried naked 
in a marble or glass coffin, if a minimal amount of dirt 
is mixed in the dust, it remains impure, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:4). 
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§ Rav Pappa sat behind Rav Beivai in the study hall before their 
teacher Rav Hamnuna, and he sat and said: What is the reason 
for the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that a house in which there is 
an afterbirth is pure? He holds that with regard to any item that has 
ritual impurity with which there was mixed an item of another 
type, it is nullified by the other item and is pure. Consequently, 
in the case of an offspring that disintegrated, the disintegrated 
offspring is nullified by the blood of the childbirth. 


Rav Pappa said to Rav Beivai, who was a greater scholar than he, 
and to Rav Hamnuna his teacher: This is also the reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, who agree with Rabbi 
Shimon in the above baraita. Rav Beivai and Rav Hamnuna laughed 
at him: What is different about the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Yosei? Since the statement of Rabbi Shimon is attributed to 
them as well, it is obvious that their reasoning is the same. 


Rav Pappa said with regard to this incident: A person should say 
a matter even as obvious as this one, and one should not be silent 
in the presence of his teacher, despite the possibility that other 
people might laugh at him, because it is stated: “If you have done 
foolishly in lifting up yourself, or if you have planned devices 
[zammota], lay your hand over your mouth” (Proverbs 30:32). 
One who acts “foolishly” over matters of Torah by not hesitating to 
issue statements that might be ridiculed will ultimately be exalted 
and lifted up. Conversely, one who muzzles [zamam] himself due 
to embarrassment will end up with his hand over his mouth, unable 
to answer questions that are posed to him. 


With regard to Rabbi Shimon’s opinion that the woman is pure 
because the offspring is nullified by the blood of childbirth, the 
Gemara notes: And Rabbi Shimon follows his standard line of 
reasoning, as it is taught in a baraita: In the case ofa ladleful [melo 
tarvad]' of dust from a corpse, which is the minimum amount that 
renders everything in a house impure, into which any amount of 
dirt fell," the house is impure; and Rabbi Shimon deems it pure. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon? Why is the house pure when it contains a ladleful of dust 
from a corpse? Rabba said: I found the Sages of the study hall of 
Rav sitting and saying: The reason Rabbi Shimon deems the house 
pure is that it is impossible for there not to be two grains of dirt 
that are more than one grain of dust from the corpse, in a certain 
place in the mixture. And as that grain of dust from the corpse is 
nullified by the dirt, the amount of dust that remains is insufficient 
for rendering the house impure. 


And I said to them: On the contrary, according to this reasoning 
the house should certainly be impure, as it is impossible for there 
not to be two grains of dust from the corpse that are more than 


one grain of dirt in a certain place in the mixture. That grain of dirt 
is thereby nullified by the dust of the corpse, and consequently the 
measure of the dust increases." 


NOTES 


And the measure of the dust increases — xyw mb Pan: The falls [venafeil]. In Masoret HaShas the text is emended to read: 


standard text of the Gemara reads: And the measure of the dust 


Increases [venafeish]. 
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Rather, Rabba said that this is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon: The halakha with regard to a corpse in its ultimate state 
of dust is like the halakha in its initial state of decomposition: Just 
as with regard to its initial state, if another matter is mixed with 
the decomposing corpse it serves as a nullification [gangilon]' 
of the corpse’s impurity, as the dust of a decomposed corpse can 
impart impurity only if it is not mingled with the dust of any other 
substance, so too, in the corpse’s ultimate state of dust, if another 
matter is mixed with it, that serves as a nullification of the impurity 
of the dust." 


The Gemara asks: What is the source for the halakha that the dust 
of a corpse imparts impurity only if it is not mingled with the dust 
of any other substance? The Gemara answers: As it is taught in a 
baraita: Which is a corpse that has the halakha of dust," i.e., whose 
dust imparts impurity; and which is a corpse that does not have 
the halakha of dust? Ifa corpse was buried naked in a marble coffin 
or ona stone floor," that is a corpse that has the halakha of dust 
that imparts impurity. Since any dust found there must have come 
from the corpse, it imparts impurity. 


And what is a corpse that does not have the halakha of dust? Ifa 
corpse was buried in its cloak, or in a wooden coffin, or on a brick 
floor, that is a corpse that does not have the halakha of dust that 
imparts impurity, as it is assumed that some of the dust is from 
particles of the clothes, wood, or bricks, and the dust from a decom- 
posed corpse imparts impurity only ifit is not mingled with the dust 
of any other substance. The baraita adds another halakha with 
regard to the impurity of the dust of a corpse: And the Sages said 
that the dust of a corpse is impure only with regard to the corpse 
of a person who died naturally," excluding one who was killed, 
whose dust is not impure. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the matter itself, i.e., the baraita 
cited above that clarifies the opinion of Rabbi Shimon: In the case 
of a ladleful of dust from a corpse into which any amount of dirt 
fell, the house is impure; and Rabbi Shimon deems it pure. The 
baraita continues: In the case of a ladleful of dust from a corpse 
that was scattered in the house," the house is impure. Provided 
that there is a sufficient amount of dust in the house, the house is 
impure, even if the dust is scattered. And Rabbi Shimon deems 
it pure. 


The Gemara comments: And it is necessary for the baraita to state 
both of these halakhot. As, if the baraita had taught us only the first 
halakha, with regard to dust from a corpse in which dirt was mixed, 
one might have thought that it is specifically in that case that the 
Rabbis say the house is impure, because the dust is concentrated 
in one place; but if the dust was scattered, one might say that the 
Rabbis concede to Rabbi Shimon that the house is pure. The rea- 
soning is that ifan item overlies a collection of dust of a corpse that 
is insufficient to render it impure and also overlies another collec- 
tion of similar size, where together these collections constitute a 
sufficient amount to render the item and everything under it impure, 
it is not impure. 


NOTES 


So too, in its ultimate state, another matter serves as a nul- 
lification of it — paas amg 127 15 mwya iaio AX: According to this 
interpretation of Rabbi Shimor’s opinion, the case of an afterbirth 
cannot be compared to that of dust from a corpse (Rashi). 


In a marble coffin or on a stone floor — "33 by ix ww by joxa 
Dx hw 5x17: This wording indicates that one or the other suf- 
fices; ifthe corpse is buried either in a marble coffin or on a stone 
floor, its dust is impure. By contrast, in the Tosefta this halakha 


reads: In a marble coffin and on a stone sheet. The early com- 
mentaries conclude from the version of the Gemara that for the 
dust to be impure, the corpse must be buried naked in a marble 
or stone coffin that has a marble covering, so that nothing mixes 
with its dust (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). It is added 
that a glass coffin also suffices, as long as the corpse is whole. By 
contrast, the dust of a corpse that is buried in a metal coffin is not 
impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:4). 


LANGUAGE 

Nullification [gangilon] - aa: Some explain this 
term as referring to a matter that contradicts another 
matter, nullifying and ruining it (Rashi). Others explain 
that it refers to a matter that is rolled up with another 
matter (Tosafot; Arukh). Another interpretation is that 
this term derives from the Latin word cingula, meaning 
belt, i.e., an item that surrounds other items (see Rabbi 
Shimshon of Saens). 


HALAKHA 


Which is a corpse that has the halakha of dust, etc. - 
31571 b ww ma mpy: The dust of a corpse imparts 

impurity only if the corpse was buried naked in a 

marble or glass coffin and is whole. If a limb is missing, 
or if the corpse was buried in its garment, or if it was 

buried in a wooden or metal coffin, the dust does not 
impart impurity, as the dust of the garment or wood, 
or the rust of the metal, mixes with the dust of the 

corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:4). 


The Sages said the dust is impure only with regard 
to the corpse of a person who died naturally — xb) 
saa mad sby apy aw: The halakha that the dust of 
a corpse imparts impurity applies only in the case of a 
person who died naturally, i.e., one who was not killed 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:4). 


A ladleful of dust from a corpse that was scattered in 
the house - maa WSN API INA xbn: Two handfuls 
of dust of a corpse that is scattered in a house renders 
the house impure, in accordance with the opinion of 
the first tanna of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:10). 
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HALAKHA 


A ladleful of dirt from a cemetery and slightly more - xbn 
Napa ma wy Tiy tn: If more than two handfuls of dirt is 
found under a corpse or in a grave, and it is unclear whether 
it is dust from a corpse and therefore imparts impurity to 
items that are under the same roof, or whether it is merely 
dirt that absorbed the decomposed flesh and blood of the 
corpse, the dirt imparts impurity to items that are under the 
same roof and to one who carries the dirt, in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna of the mishna in tractate Oholot. 
This is because even if dirt mixed with the dust, there are 
presumably two handfuls of dust in the mixture. The Rambam 
adds that this halakha is apparently rabbinic law (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:8). 


A large animal that expelled a mass of congealed blood - 
DTN yaww Apa mata: Ifa large animal discharged a 

mass of congealed blood, its future offspring is exempt from 

being counted a firstborn. Although the mass has no sanctity, 
it is buried in order to publicize that the animal’s subsequent 
offspring does not have the status of a firstborn. Despite this 

exemption, the mass does not transmit impurity to one who 

touches it or to one who carries it, unless it has the form of 
a stillborn fetus. The reason for this is that the offspring is 

nullified, as there is a majority of other substances that are 

discharged with it (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 
4:11 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 1:16; Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 315:7). 


NOTES 

In order to publicize that the animal is exempt from hav- 
ing its future offspring being counted a firstborn — 13 
miaa7 p mwa wT ADD: Rashi on tractate Bekhorot 
(22a) explains that burial of the mass of blood publicizes that 
the mass is considered an offspring and has firstborn status; 
otherwise, people might assume that it is not considered 
offspring. 
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And if the baraita had taught us the halakha only with regard to 
this second case, where the dust of the corpse was scattered, one 
might have thought that it is specifically in this case that Rabbi 
Shimon says that the house is pure, as an item that overlies an 
insufficient collection of the dust of a corpse and also overlies 
another collection, where together these collections constitute a 
sufficient amount to render the item impure, is not impure. But 
in that first case, where dirt was mixed with the dust of the corpse, 
one might say that Rabbi Shimon concedes to the Rabbis that 
the house is impure. Therefore, it is necessary for the baraita to 
teach both cases. 


There is a different dispute between Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis 
that is taught in another mishna (Oholot 2:2): Ifa house contains 
a ladleful of dirt from a cemetery and slightly more," the house 
is impure; and Rabbi Shimon deems it pure. The Gemara asks: 
What is the reason for the opinion of the Rabbis? The Gemara 
answers: They deem the house impure as it is impossible for 
slightly more than a ladleful of dirt from a cemetery not to 
contain a ladleful of dust from a corpse. 


Q The Gemara asks: Now that you say that the reason that Rabbi 
Shimon deems the house pure, in a case where it contains dust 
from a corpse in which dirt was mixed, is that in his opinion the 
halakha of a corpse in its ultimate state of dust is like the halakha 
in its initial state of decomposition, then with regard to a case 
where there is an afterbirth in the house, what is the reason that 
Rabbi Shimon deems the house pure? Rabbi Yohanan says: The 
Sages touched upon it, i.e., deemed the house pure, due to the 
nullification of the disintegrated offspring by the majority of 
the blood that emerged during the miscarriage, in which the 
afterbirth was mixed. 


And Rabbi Yohanan follows his line of reasoning in this regard, 
as Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov both said the same thing, i.e., they both issued rulings 
based on the same principle. The relevant statement of Rabbi 
Shimon is that which we said, i.e., that ifa woman discharged an 
afterbirth the house is pure, as the offspring is nullified by the 
blood that emerged during the miscarriage. Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov said that which is taught in a mishna (Bekhorot 21a): 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: In the case of a large animal that 
expelled a mass of congealed blood," that mass must be buried, 
as perhaps there was a male fetus there, which was consecrated as 
a firstborn when it emerged, and the animal is exempt from 
having any future offspring being counted a firstborn. 


And Rabbi Hiyya teaches a baraita with regard to that halakha: 
The mass of congealed blood does not impart ritual impurity, 
neither through physical contact nor through carrying it. It 
does not have the status of an unslaughtered animal carcass, which 
does impart impurity in such manners. The Gemara asks: But 
since the mass does not impart impurity, neither through con- 
tact nor through carrying, which indicates that it is not consid- 
ered a fetus, why must it be buried? The Gemara answers: It must 
be buried in order to publicize that the animal is exempt from 
having its future offspring being counted a firstborn." 


The Gemara asks: If the animal’s subsequent offspring is not 
counted a firstborn, evidently the mass is treated like a full- 
fledged offspring. But if so, why does Rabbi Hiyya teach that it 
does not impart impurity, neither through physical contact nor 
through carrying? Rabbi Yohanan says: It is due to the halakhic 
nullification of a foreign substance in a majority of permitted 
substances that the Sages touched upon it, to exclude it from 
impurity through contact or carrying. In other words, the fetus 
is considered a full-fledged offspring, but it does not impart 
impurity, because it is nullified by the rest of the congealed mass. 
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§ The Gemara resumes its discussion of the opinion of Rabbi Shi- 
mon that if a woman discharges an afterbirth in a house, the house 
is pure. Rabbi Ami says that Rabbi Yohanan says: And Rabbi 
Shimon concedes that its mother is impure with the impurity of 
a woman after childbirth. 


A certain elder said to Rabbi Ami: I will explain to you the reason 
for the statement of Rabbi Yohanan. As the verse states: “If a 
woman bears seed and gives birth to a male, she shall be impure 
seven days, as in the days of the menstruation of her sickness she 
shall be impure” (Leviticus 12:2). This indicates that even ifa woman 
gives birth to an offspring that is similar only to the seed that she 
bore, i.e., if the offspring liquefied and became similar to semen, the 
woman is impure with the impurity of a woman after childbirth. 


§ Reish Lakish says: In the case of a fetus in a gestational sac, that 
was mashed in its amniotic fluid" by being shaken violently, it is 
rendered like a corpse that was deformed, and therefore it does 
not impart impurity to other items that are under the same roof. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: From where do we derive 
that a corpse that was deformed" is pure? If we say it is derived 
from that which Rabbi Shabbtai’ says that Rabbi Yitzhak from 
Migdal [ Migdala’a]’ says, and some say from that which Rabbi 
Yitzhak from Migdal says that Rabbi Shabbtai says, that cannot be 
correct. The Gemara cites the relevant statement: With regard to a 
corpse that was burned but its form [veshildo] still exists," i.e., it 
still has the form of a human corpse, it is impure. There was an 
incident involving such a corpse, and the Sages deemed impure all 
items that were under the large openings of the house where the 
corpse was located, as these openings were fit for the removal of the 
corpse from the house through them. 


A corpse that was burned but its form [shildo] exists - nn 
nap noun 1 Ww: The early commentaries disagree with regard 
to the meaning of the word shildo. Some say that it means its 
body or form, i.e., although the corpse was burned, the ashes 


NOTES 
it was burned in a box or coffin (Rashi; Meiri). Others interpret 
the word as referring to the spine and ribs, which are the main 
part of a skeleton, a sheled (Arukh; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 3:9). 


did not scatter, either because it was only charred, or because 
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But they deemed pure all items that were under the small openings 
to the house, i.e., those whose width was less than four handbreadths. 
And you infer from this statement that the reason the large open- 
ings are impure in such a case is that the form of the corpse still 
exists; but otherwise, i.e., if the corpse was deformed, then even 
the large openings are pure." 


The Gemara explains why one cannot infer from here that a 
deformed corpse does not impart impurity to other items that are 
under the same roof: On the contrary, one can infer from this 
statement in the opposite manner: It is only because the form 
of the corpse still exists that the Sages deemed pure the small 
openings of the house; but otherwise, the small openings are also 
impure, as each and every one of them is fit for taking out the 
corpse through them, each limb one by one. Consequently, no 
proof can be derived from this statement in support of the opinion 
of Reish Lakish. 


HALAKHA 
A gestational sac that was mashed in its fluid - vow 
wna wa WwW: A gestational sac in which tissue 
developed that was mashed in its amniotic fluid is 
pure, because the fetus was deformed. This is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:9). 


A corpse that was deformed - iny¥ mbabanw ma: 
A corpse that was deformed as a result of being burned 
is pure, in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:9). 


A corpse that was burned but its form exists - ma 
map ithe qww: If a corpse was burned but its 
spine and ribs remain intact, it imparts impurity like a 
whole corpse. Needless to say, if a corpse was merely 
charred, it still has the status of a whole corpse (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:9). 


PERSONALITIES 
amora in Eretz Yisrael transmitted halakhot in the 
name of Hizkiyya, and great Sages of Eretz Yisrael 
such as Rabbi Yohanan, Reish Lakish, and Rabbi Asi 
cite halakhot in his name and discuss them. His two 
sons Rabbi Kruspedai and Rabbi Hiyya were also well- 
known Torah scholars. 


Rabbi Yitzhak from Migdal [Migdala‘a] - pny» 127 
Tynn: A first- and second-generation amora in Eretz 
Yisrael, Rabbi Yitzhak from Migdal is cited as stating a 
halakha in the name of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Some 
assert that the appellation Migdala‘a is appended to 
Rabbi Yitzhak's name because he lived in Migdal, a 
town that was located on the coast of the Sea of Gali- 
lee, north of Tiberias. Others suggest that the appella- 
tion alludes to a halakha that he stated with regard to 
one who finds coins configured in well-ordered towers 
[migdalim] (Bava Metzia 25a). 


NOTES 


But otherwise pure — 71710373 wb i: An alterna- 
tive explanation in the early commentaries holds that 
Rabbi Yohanan agrees with Reish Lakish that a burned 
corpse is pure; their dispute is with regard to the rea- 
son for this halakha. Whereas Reish Lakish holds that 
a burned corpse is pure because it is deformed, and 
therefore disintegrated afterbirth is also pure, Rabbi 
Yohanan maintains that the reason a burned corpse is 
pure is that it is considered to have been completely 
eradicated. Therefore, Rabbi Yohanan holds that the 
halakha of afterbirth that disintegrated cannot be 
compared to the halakha of a burned corpse (Tosafot; 
Ramban). 
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NOTES 


In accordance with whose opinion did Rabbi 
Yohanan say...Rabbi Eliezer — (x23 Va JN? 927 
awh np: By inference, if Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
then the opinion of Reish Lakish is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who deem ashes of 
a burned corpse pure. The commentaries write that 
it is for this reason that the Rambam rules in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Reish Lakish; the halakha 
follows the majority opinion (Kesef Mishne). 


Where one burned the corpse on top of a marble 
slate - wiag mw iwy 1833: Rashi explains that 
a hard leather spread and a marble slate [apoderim] 
are similar in that both are hard surfaces that are not 
burned with the corpse. Furthermore, both have 
sides that prevent the ashes from scattering. 


Where the corpse was charred — »31M<7 jia 
DMN: Rashi states that the corpse was burned but 
was not reduced to ashes. The later commentar- 
ies explain that Rashi clearly does not mean that 
the interior of the corpse remained intact, as if so, 
it would have the status of a whole corpse. Rather, 
Rashi means that the corpse was burned both on the 
inside and on the outside, and it turned to hard char- 
coal, thereby retaining its shape. The commentaries 
similarly explain that according to the Rambam this 
is referring to a case where the spine and ribs were 
burned, but they remained connected to the rest 
of the body, which retained its shape (Hazon Ish). 


LANGUAGE 
Leather spread [katavla] - xbavp: This word, which 
appears in several different forms, derives from the 
Greek kataßoàń, katabolé, meaning spread. The 
erm refers to a leather sheet used for covering items 
or for placing items on it. 


Marble slate [apoderim] - wYTiax: This term refers 
o a specific type of marble slate that comes in a 
fixed shape and is used mainly for a table. Some sug- 
gest that the word derives from the Aramaic word 
or table, petora. Others suggest that it derives from 
peresh, a Hebrew word for animal manure, which 
hardens over time. 
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Ravina said to Rav Ashi: In accordance with whose opinion did 

Rabbi Yohanan say that a deformed corpse imparts impurity to 

items that are under the same roof? It is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Eliezer," as we learned in a mishna (Oholot 2:2): 
With regard to the ashes of burned corpses that are not mixed with 

other types of ashes or dirt, Rabbi Eliezer says that its measure for 
imparting impurity to items that are under the same roof is a quar- 
ter ofa kav. Clearly, Rabbi Eliezer maintains that a deformed corpse 

imparts impurity to items that are under the same roof. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of this case of a 
corpse that was burned but its form still exists? How is this pos- 
sible? Abaye says: It is possible in a case where one burned the 
corpse on top of a hard leather spread [katavla],' which does 
not burn, and therefore the corpse retains its shape even after it is 
burned. Rava says: It is possible in a case where one burned the 
corpse on top of a marble slate [apoderim]."" Ravina says: It is 
possible in a case where the corpse was charred™ without being 
reduced to ashes. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of a woman who dis- 
charges a shaped hand, i.e. its fingers are discernible, or a shaped 
foot," its mother is impure with the impurity of a woman after 
childbirth, as the hand or foot certainly came from a full-fledged 
fetus. And we are not concerned that perhaps they came from a 
fetus with a sealed, i.e., deficient, body, in which case the miscar- 
riage does not have the status of childbirth with regard to ritual 
impurity. The reason is that most pregnant women give birth to a 
fully formed fetus, and therefore it is presumed that the hand or foot 
came from a whole fetus that was squashed during childbirth. 


Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna both say: Although the 
woman observes the period of impurity of a woman after childbirth, 
we do not give her the days of purity following the period of 
impurity. What is the reason? Although it is presumed that the 
discharged limbs came from a full-fledged fetus, it is unknown 
whether or when the woman discharged the rest of the fetus, and 
the principle is that a woman who discharges observes her periods 
of impurity and purity when the majority of the limbs of the fetus 
emerge. Therefore, one can say that perhaps her childbirth was 
distant, i.e., the woman discharged the majority of the limbs of the 
fetus long before she discharged this hand or foot, and consequently 
her period of purity has already ended. 


Rav Yosef raises an objection from a mishna (29a): In the case of 
a woman who discharges and it is not known what sex fetus she 
discharged, she shall observe the strictures of a woman who gave 
birth both to a male and to a female. And if it enters your mind 
that in any case like this one should say that perhaps the woman’s 
childbirth was distant, let the mishna teach that the woman shall 
observe the strictures of a woman who gave birth to both a male 
and a female, and also observes the strictures of a menstruating 
woman. Since it is possible that the item she discharged was a 
limb from a fetus the majority of which she discharged a long time 
beforehand, then she must forgo the period of purity observed by 
a woman who gave birth, and treat any blood that emerges during 
this period like the blood of a menstruating woman. 


The corpse was charred — 


(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:9). 


Who discharges a shaped hand or a shaped foot - 7 nyaan 
mann bm mainn: If a woman discharges a shaped hand or a 


IDIN DTP: If a corpse was charred 
but its spine and ribs remain, it imparts impurity like a whole corpse 


HALAKHA 


shaped foot, it presumably came from a full-fledged offspring. 
If it can be assumed that the woman already discharged most 
of the limbs of the fetus, e.g., she no longer appears to be preg- 
nant (see Mirkevet HaMishne), she assumes the impurity status of 
a woman after childbirth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 10:11). 
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Abaye says in response: If the mishna had taught that the woman 
observes the strictures of a menstruating woman, I would say that 
as her status as a woman after childbirth is uncertain, since she 
observes the strictures of a menstruating woman with regard to 
any blood that emerges, she brings an offering" like any woman 
after childbirth, but it is not eaten by the priests. It might be 
thought that perhaps the woman did not give birth at all and is not 
obligated to bring the offering, and therefore her bird sin offering 
cannot be eaten. By omitting the halakha that the woman observes 
the strictures of a menstruating woman, the mishna teaches us that 
her offering is eaten. This indicates that she certainly discharged 
an offspring; the uncertainty is only about when she discharged it. 


§ Rav Huna says: Ifa fetus extended its hand out of the womb 
and then returned it," its mother is impure with the impurity of 
a woman after childbirth. This is considered childbirth, as it is 
stated with regard to Tamar, Judah’s daughter-in-law: “And it hap- 
pened when she gave birth that one put out a hand...and it 


happened that as he drew back his hand, his brother came out” 


(Genesis 38:28-29). Evidently, the fetus extending out its hand was 
considered childbirth, despite the fact that it subsequently drew 
back the hand. 


Rav Yehuda raises an objection from a baraita: If a fetus extended 
its hand out of the womb, its mother need not be concerned that 
she is considered a woman after childbirth with regard to any 
matter. Rav Nahman says in response: The meaning of this state- 
ment was explained to me personally by Rav Huna himself: With 
regard to being concerned that she has the status of a woman after 
childbirth, the woman must be concerned, i.e., she must observe 
the strictures of a woman after childbirth. But we do not give her 
a period of days of purity like any woman after childbirth, until 
most of the fetus emerges. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t the baraita say that its mother need 
not be concerned that she is considered a woman after childbirth 
with regard to any matter? Abaye says: The baraita means that 
the woman need not be concerned with regard to any matter by 
Torah law; but by rabbinic law she must be concerned, i.e., she is 
required to observe the strictures of awoman after childbirth. The 
Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rav Huna cite a verse as proof for his 
statement that if a fetus extended its hand out it is considered 
childbirth? The Gemara answers: This halakha applies by rabbinic 
law, and the verse is cited as mere support for it, i.e., it is not an 
actual source. 


MI S H N A ronm who discharges or gives birth to 


a tumtum,' whose sexual organs are 
obscured, or to a hermaphrodite [ve‘androginos ],'5" who has both 
male and female sexual organs, shall observe the strictures of a 
woman who gave birth both to a male and to a female. She is 
impure for fourteen days like a woman who gave birth to a female, 
but blood that she sees thereafter is pure only until forty days after 
birth, like for a woman who gave birth to a male. 


HALAKHA 
only after the entire offspring, or the majority of its limbs, emerge 


She brings an offering, etc. — 3) 129p AKAN: If a woman who 
was not known to be pregnant discharged, and she does not know 
whether the fetus that she discharged was developed enough that 
she is obligated to bring an offering as a woman after childbirth, 
the miscarriage is deemed uncertain childbirth. The woman brings 
an offering, but it is not eaten (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 1:7). 


A fetus extended its hand out and returned it - MX 33y wxiT 
ayn iT: If a fetus extended its hand out of the womb and then 
returned it, the woman assumes the impurity status of a woman 
after childbirth by rabbinic law. She observes the period of purity 


(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a194:11). 


Who discharges a tumtum or a hermaphrodite — oww nyaan 
DIVNI: If a woman gives birth to a tumtum or a hermaphrodite, 
she observes the period of impurity that a woman observes after giv- 
ing birth to a female, namely, fourteen days, and she then observes 
the period of purity that a woman observes after giving birth to a 
male, i.e. until forty days after she gave birth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 194:8). 


LANGUAGE 


Tumtum - Dwnw: From the root tet, mem, mem, 
meaning sealed, i.e., an individual whose sexual 
organs are covered and concealed. 


Hermaphrodite [androginos] — DPIN: From 
the Greek åàvêpóyvvoç, androgunos, which trans- 
lates literally as man-woman, meaning one who 
has both male and female sexual characteristics. 


BACKGROUND 

Tumtum or hermaphrodite — Dixxiv13xK1 Biwi: 
These are people whose sexual development is 
abnormal, usually during gestation. A tumtum 
has no external signs of sex at all. Sometimes the 
person is a male whose sexual development was 
delayed for some reason. Occasionally, the person 
has testicles but not a penis. Whether the individ- 
ual is male or female might become apparent later 
in life, as developmental changes take place. 

A hermaphrodite has both male and female 
sexual organs. Some tanna‘im hold that a her- 
maphrodite has a distinct sex, neither male nor 
female. Others consider a hermaphrodite's sex to 
be uncertain, like the status of a tumtum. 

The halakhot of a tumtum and a hermaphrodite 
are discussed at length in the Talmud, not due to 
their practical frequency, but because they present 
a point of departure for clarifying many points of 
practical halakha. 
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NOTES 


They are not liable for entering the Temple - jx 
wip nwa by pan: One who enters the Temple in 
a state of impurity is liable to receive lashes if he does 
so intentionally after being forewarned. If he acted 
unwittingly, e.g., he forgot that he was ritually impure, 
he is obligated to bring an offering. 
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In a case where she gave birth to twins, if they are a tumtum and a 
male, or a hermaphrodite and a male," she observes the strictures 
of a woman who gave birth both to a male and to a female. But if 
the twins are a tumtum and a female, or a hermaphrodite and a 
female," she shall observe the periods of purity and impurity estab- 
lished by the Torah for a woman who gives birth to a female alone. 
Regardless of the status of the tumtum and the hermaphrodite, the 
woman's seven days of impurity and her succeeding thirty-three 
days of purity are subsumed in the fourteen days of impurity and 
sixty-six days of purity for a female. 


If the fetus emerged in pieces, or if it emerged reversed," i.e., 
feetfirst rather than headfirst, when most of its limbs emerge, its 
status is like that of a child born, with regard to the impurity of a 
woman after childbirth. If the fetus emerged in the usual manner, 
headfirst, it is not considered born until most of its head emerges. 
And what is considered most of its head? It is from when its 
forehead emerges. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Now that with regard 


to a woman who gives birth to a tumtum 
alone, or a hermaphrodite alone, the mishna states that she shall 
observe the strictures of a woman who gave birth both to a male 
and to a female, as the sex of the offspring is uncertain, is it neces- 
sary for the mishna to rule that if a woman gives birth to twins, a 
tumtum and a male, or a hermaphrodite and a male, she shall 
observe the strictures of a woman who gave birth to both a male 
and a female? 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the mishna to state this 
halakha, lest you say that since Rabbi Yitzhak says that the sex of 
a fetus is determined at the moment of conception, in that if the 
woman emits seed first she gives birth to a male, and if the man 
emits seed first she gives birth to a female, therefore one might 
say that since this offspring that was born with the tumtum or 
hermaphrodite is male, that tumtum or hermaphrodite is also male. 
Consequently, the mishna teaches us that the woman shall observe 
the strictures of a woman who gave birth to a female as well, as one 
can say that perhaps both the man and the woman emitted seed at 
the same time, which would mean that this offspring is male and 
that tumtum or hermaphrodite is female. 


§ Rav Nahman says that Rav says: In the case of a tumtum and a 
hermaphrodite who saw a white gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva], 
for which a man is impure, or who emitted a red discharge" that 
had the appearance of menstrual blood, for which a woman is 
impure, if they entered the Temple they are not liable for entering 
the Temple’ in a state of impurity, as perhaps they are pure, in 
accordance with their true sex. And if they touched teruma after 
such a discharge, one does not burn the teruma due to their con- 
tact, as although impure teruma must be burned, the impurity in 
this case is uncertain. 


HALAKHA 


A tumtum and a male, a hermaphrodite and a male - 7a owAw 
21 DIMIN: If a woman gave birth to twins, one male and one 
tumtum or hermaphrodite, she observes the period of impurity for 
giving birth to a female and the period of purity for giving birth to 
a male (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:18). 


A tumtum and a female, a hermaphrodite and a female - owaw 
TIARN DIVÄTN 72: Ifa woman gave birth to twins, one female 
and one tumtum or hermaphrodite, she observes the periods of 
impurity and purity for giving birth to a female (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:18). 


Emerged in pieces or reversed — DIDA ix AINA KY»: If a fetus 
fell apart in the womb and emerged limb by limb, the woman 


assumes the impurity status of a woman after childbirth when 
the majority of the limbs have emerged, whether they emerged 
in order or out of order (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
10:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 19410). 


A tumtum and a hermaphrodite who saw a white or red dis- 
charge - DTN ix ia nw DINNIY) Divi: A tumtum or her- 
maphrodite must observe the halakhic strictures of both a man 
and a woman. Therefore, if a tumtum or hermaphrodite emitted 
a red or white discharge, he is impure due to his uncertain status. 
Because his impurity is uncertain, if he touches teruma or sacred 
items, they are not burned, and he is not liable for entering the 
Temple or rendering sacred items impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:7). 
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If a tumtum and a hermaphrodite saw white ziva and red blood 
as one," i.e., they emitted both ziva and blood and are therefore 
impure regardless of their sex, they are still not liable for entering 
the Temple, but one does burn teruma due to their contact. The 
reason they are not liable for entering the Temple, despite the fact 
that they are definitely impure, is that it is stated: “Both male 
and female 


you shall send out, out of the camp you shall send them, so that they 
not impurify their camp, in the midst of which I dwell” (Numbers 
5:3). It is derived from the verse that only a definite male or a defi- 
nite female is liable for entering the Temple in a state of impurity, 
but not a tumtum or a hermaphrodite." 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports 
the opinion of Rav: In the case of a tumtum and a hermaphrodite 
who saw white ziva or red blood, they are not liable for entering 
the Temple in a state of impurity, and if they touch teruma, one does 
not burn the teruma due to their contact. If they saw white ziva and 
red blood as one, i.e., they emitted both ziva and blood, they are still 
not liable for entering the Temple, but one burns teruma due to 
their contact. 


The Gemara reasons: What is the reason that they are not liable for 
entering the Temple despite the fact that they are definitely impure? 

Is it not because it is stated in the verse: “Both male and female 

you shall send out,” from which it is derived that only a definite 

male or a definite female could be liable for entering the Temple in 

a state of impurity, but not a tumtum or a hermaphrodite? Ulla says: 
No, Rav’s opinion cannot be proved from this baraita, as in accor- 
dance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


As we learned in a mishna (Shevuot 14b) that Rabbi Eliezer says: 
With regard to the sliding-scale offering the verse states: “Or if a 
person touches any impure thing...or the carcass of a non-kosher 
creeping animal, and it is hidden from him” (Leviticus 5:2). A 
precise reading of this verse indicates that if one has a lapse of aware- 
ness that he contracted ritual impurity by touching a carcass of a 
creeping animal, he is liable to bring a sliding-scale offering for 
defiling the Temple or the sacrificial food, but he is not liable to 
bring such an offering for a lapse of awareness that he is entering 
the Temple or partaking of sacrificial food. 


Rabbi Akiva says that it is derived from the phrase: “And it is hidden 
from him, so that he is impure” (Leviticus 5:2), that for a lapse of 
awareness that one had contracted ritual impurity, he is liable to 
bring a sliding-scale offering, but he is not liable to bring an offering 
for a lapse of awareness that he is entering the Temple or partaking 
of sacrificial food. 


NOTES 


Hermaphrodite — Diazin: The early commentaries disagree 
with regard to the halakhic status of a hermaphrodite. There 
are those who hold that a hermaphrodite is a separate entity, 
neither male nor female (Ramban). Others reject this opinion 
(Rosh; Tosafot), and some rule that with regard to the prohibition 
of homosexual intercourse, a hermaphrodite has the status of a 


definite male (Ri, cited in Tur, Yoreh Dea 265). The opinion of the 
most prominent halakhic authorities, i.e., the Rif, the Rambam, 
the Tur, and the Shulhan Arukh, is that the sex of a hermaphrodite 
is uncertain, and they are treated as one whose status as male 
or female is uncertain. An additional opinion is that they are a 
half-male, half-female (Ra’avad). 


HALAKHA 
Saw white and red as one — 3NX> OTN) ia Kt: Ifa 
tumtum or hermaphrodite emitted both ziva and blood 
and subsequently came in contact with teruma or sacrifi- 
cial foods, these items are burned; but he is not liable for 
entering the Temple or eating sacrificial foods (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:7). 
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NOTES 


Whether he contracted impurity from a car- 
cass of a creeping animal or...an unslaugh- 
tered animal carcass — ...% AUR YW NK 
DIN maa: These are examples of two distinct 
categories of sources of impurity, which have 
different measures; if the one who entered the 
Temple in a state of impurity did not know ini- 
tially by what category he was rendered impure, 
Rabbi Eliezer holds that he does not bring an 
offering, as that is not considered knowledge of 
his sin. If the person knows by what category he 
was rendered impure, but not by what specific 
item, e.g., he does not know whether he came 
in contact with the carcass of an unslaughtered 
domesticated animal or undomesticated large 
animal, or whether he touched the carcass of 
one type of creeping animal or another type, he 
must bring an offering (Ritva on Shevuot 18b). 
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And we say with regard to this mishna: What is the difference between 
the opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Akiva? They are apparently 
stating the same halakha. And Hizkiyya says: There is a practical differ- 
ence between them in a case where one initially knew that he had con- 
tracted ritual impurity, but he did not know whether the impurity was 
contracted from a carcass of a creeping animal or from the carcass of 
an unslaughtered animal. As Rabbi Eliezer holds that for one to be 
liable to bring an offering, we require that he initially know whether he 
contracted impurity from a carcass of a creeping animal or whether 
he contracted impurity from an unslaughtered animal carcass," and 
if he never knew this, he does not bring an offering. And Rabbi Akiva 
holds that for him to be liable to bring an offering, we do not require" 
that he know this detail, since he knows in general terms that he con- 
tracted impurity. 


The Gemara infers: Doesn’t Rabbi Eliezer say there, in that mishna, that 
we require one to bring an offering for entering the Temple in a state of 
impurity only if he knew initially whether he contracted impurity from 

a carcass of a creeping animal or whether he contracted impurity from 

an unslaughtered animal carcass? Here, too, with regard to a hermaph- 
rodite or a tumtum who emitted both ziva and blood, they are not obli- 
gated to bring an offering according to Rabbi Eliezer, as we require one 

to bring an offering only if he knew whether he became impure due to 

the white ziva he emitted or whether he became impure due to the red 

blood he emitted. 


But according to Rabbi Akiva, who said that one is obligated to bring 
an offering due to his initial knowledge of his impurity even ifhe did not 
know the exact cause of his impurity, here too, in the case of a hermaph- 
rodite or a tumtum who emitted both ziva and blood, he is obligated to 
bring an offering due to his initial knowledge of his impurity, despite 
the fact that he does not know whether he is impure due to the blood or 
the ziva. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rav, who holds that an impure 
tumtum or hermaphrodite is not liable for entering the Temple but that 
any teruma that he touches is burned, what is different with regard to 
entering the Temple, for which he is not liable? The reason it is different 
is that it is written: “Both male and female you shall send out,” from 
which it is derived that a definite male or a definite female is liable for 
entering the Temple in a state of impurity, but not a tumtum or a 
hermaphrodite. 


If so, we should not burn teruma that he touches either, as it is written 
in a verse dealing with these types of impurity: “This is the law of the zav, 
and of one from whom the flow of semen emerges, so that he is thereby 
impure; and of her that is sick with her menstrual status, and they who 
have an issue, whether a male or a female” (Leviticus 15:32-33). It can 
similarly be derived from this verse that these types of impurity apply 
only to a definite male or a definite female, but not to a tumtum or a 
hermaphrodite. 


The Gemara answers: That verse is necessary for the halakha of Rabbi 
Yitzhak, as Rabbi Yitzhak said: The term “whether a male” serves to 
include a male leper as a primary source of impurity with regard to the 
sources of his bodily emissions. In other words, the various emissions 
ofa leper, e.g., his saliva and urine, have the status of a primary source of 
impurity, and therefore they transmit impurity to a person or utensil that 
touches them. And the term “or a female” serves to include a female as 
a primary source of impurity with regard to the sources of her bodily 
emissions. 


A carcass of a creeping animal or the carcass of an unslaugh- 
tered animal...we do not require — y3 xb_ndan yw: Ifa person 
became impure, and was aware that he became impure but did not 
know with what primary source of impurity he made contact, and 
he was also aware that he was about to enter the Temple or eat a 
consecrated item, but then he forgot that he was impure and entered 
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HALAKHA 
the Temple or ate the consecrated item, and he subsequently found 
out with what primary source of impurity he made contact, in this case, 
the person is obligated to bring an offering, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva. This is because although he did not know ini- 
tially with what primary source of impurity he made contact, he knew 
that he was impure (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 11:2). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: This verse: “Both male and female 
you shall send out” (Numbers 5:3), from which Rav derives that the 
prohibition against an impure person entering the Temple does not 
apply to one whose sex is uncertain, is also necessary for another 
halakha. That halakha is that the obligation to remove from the 
Temple any impure person or item applies only to one that has the 
option of attaining ritual purity by immersing in a ritual bath; this 
excludes an impure earthenware vessel, which cannot be purified 
by immersing it in a ritual bath. This is the statement of Rabbi Yosei. 
Consequently, Rav’s halakha cannot be derived from that verse. 


The Gemara answers: If so, that the verse serves to teach Rabbi 
Yosei’s halakha alone, let the Merciful One write: Any person you 
shall send out, as this would also exclude earthenware vessels. Rav’s 
halakha is derived from the fact that the wording of the verse is: 


“Both male and female.” 


And if you would say in response that if the Merciful One had 
written: Any person you shall send out, I would say that impure 
metal vessels need not be removed from the Temple either, as they 
are not included in the term: Any person, this is not correct. The 
Gemara elaborates: The halakha that impure metal vessels must be 
removed from the Temple is derived from the previous verse: “That 
they put out of the camp every leper, and every one that has an issue, 
and whatever is impure by the dead” (Numbers 5:2)." Therefore, 
why do I need the verse to write: “Both male and female you shall 
send out,” instead of simply stating: Any person you shall send out? 
Clearly, the phrase: “Both male and female,” is necessary for the 
halakha of Rav. 


The Gemara asks: But ifso, one can say that the entire phrase comes 

for Rav’s halakha, and not the halakha of Rabbi Yosei. The Gemara 

answers: If so, let the verse write: Male and female. What is the 

meaning of the phrase: “Both male and female”? The verse is refer- 
ring to any ritually impure item that has the same halakha that 

applies to both males and females, i.e., it can attain purity by being 

immersed in a ritual bath; this excludes earthenware vessels. 


With regard to Rav’s halakha that the prohibition of entering the 
Temple in a state of ritual impurity does not apply to one who is a 
tumtum or a hermaphrodite, the Gemara asks: If so, then even when 
they become impure with other types of impurity, in addition to 
the impurity of a zav or a menstruating woman, a tumtum and a 
hermaphrodite should likewise not be sent out of the Temple, as 
the passage from which a tumtum and a hermaphrodite are excluded 
is also referring to other types of impurity: “That they put out of the 
camp every leper, and every one that has an issue, and whatever is 
impure by the dead” (Numbers 5:2). The Gemara answers: The next 
verse states: “Both male,” which is referring to impurity caused by 
a substance that is emitted from the male organ, i.e., ziva. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to Rav’s derivation: And 


is it correct that anywhere that the phrase “both male and female” 


is written in the Torah, this comes to exclude a tumtum and a 
hermaphrodite? But isn’t a similar expression stated with regard 
to valuations,’ as itis written: “For the male... fifty shekels of silver, 
after the shekel of the Sanctuary. And if she is a female, then your 
valuation shall be thirty shekels” (Leviticus 27:3-4). 


And it is taught in a baraita that it is derived from the term “the 
male”: But not a tumtum or a hermaphrodite. One might have 
thought that a tumtum or a hermaphrodite shall not be valuated 
according to the valuation of a man, which is fifty shekels, but shall 
be valuated according to the valuation of a woman, which is thirty 
shekels. Therefore, the verse states: “The male,” and the following 
verse states: “And if she is a female,” indicating that these halakhot 
apply only to a definite male or a definite female, but not to a 
tumtum or a hermaphrodite." 


NOTES 


Is derived from whatever is impure by the dead — 
xpo word xov Son: The early commentaries ask how 
the obligation to remove impure metal vessels from 
the Temple would have been derived from this verse 
if it had stated explicitly: “Any person you shall send 
out” They answer that it would have been derived by 
means of the method of biblical exegesis known as: A 
generalization, and a detail, and a generalization; the 
word “any” is a generalization, the word “person” is a 
detail, and the term “you shall send out” is a generaliza- 
tion. It can therefore be derived that the verse pertains 
to any item that is similar to a person in this context, 
namely, any item that can be purified via immersion in 
a ritual bath (Ritva). 


BACKGROUND 


Valuations — p3W: The halakhot of valuations appear 
in Leviticus 27:1-8, and are clarified in tractate Arakhin. 
A valuation is a vow to donate the value of a particular 
individual to the Temple treasury. The sum to be paid 
is not determined by the individual's social stature or 
by his value as a slave; rather, the Torah provides fixed 
sums based upon age and sex. If one vows to donate 
the valuation of a particular limb, his vow is of no con- 
sequence, as only a whole person has a valuation. By 
contrast, one can vow to donate the actual monetary 
value of a limb to the Temple treasury. Notwithstand- 
ing this distinction, if someone vows to donate the 
valuation of a critical organ or limb, e.g., if he says: | am 
obligated in the valuation of my head, it is as though he 
vowed to donate his full valuation, because one cannot 
live without a head. 


HALAKHA 


The valuation of a tumtum or a hermaphrodite - 
po wa DIMNI ow: A tumtum and a hermaph- 
rodite do not have a valuation, as the Torah defines 
valuations only for definite males or females. Therefore, 
if a tumtum or a hermaphrodite obligates himself in 
his own valuation, or if another person vows to pay his 
valuation, he is not liable to pay anything (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 1:5). 
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The Gemara explains the difficulty: The reason a tumtum and a 
hermaphrodite are excluded is that it is written: “The male...and 
if she is a female,” which indicates that if the verse had written: 
Male and female, without the superfluous words “the” and “if,” it 
would not have been derived that the verse excludes a tumtum and 
a hermaphrodite. This apparently contradicts the opinion of Rav, 
who excludes a tumtum and a hermaphrodite from the prohibition 
of entering the Temple in a state of impurity merely due to the 
phrase: “Male and female” (Numbers 5:3). The Gemara answers: In 
that verse with regard to valuations, the words “male” and “female” 
are themselves necessary 


in order to differentiate between the valuation of a man and the 
valuation of a woman. Therefore, it could not have been derived 
from that verse that a tumtum and a hermaphrodite are excluded 


from the halakha of valuations, were it not for the superfluous words 
“the” and “if?” 


§ The mishna teaches that if the fetus emerged in pieces, or if it 
emerged reversed, i.e., feetfirst rather than headfirst; when most 
ofits limbs emerge, its status is like that of a child born, with regard 
to the impurity of a woman after childbirth. Rabbi Elazar says: 
Even if the head is among the limbs that emerged, provided that 
the majority of the limbs did not yet emerge, the fetus is not 
considered born. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: They taught in the mishna that the 
woman is not impure unless most of the fetus’s limbs emerged only 
in a case where the head is not among the limbs that emerged; 
but if the head is among them, the head exempts the woman’s 
future offspring from the obligation of primogeniture, as the fetus 
is considered born. 


The Gemara asks: Shall we say that these Sages disagree with 
regard to the opinion of Shmuel? As Shmuel said that if a woman 
is pregnant with twins, and the head of one of the fetuses emerges 
and then disappears back into the womb, this does not exempt the 
other fetus from the obligation of primogeniture should it be born 
first. Shmuel says this specifically in a case of non-viable newborns, 
i.e., where the fetus whose head emerged was a non-viable newborn 
and the one that was eventually born first is a viable offspring. But 
if both are viable offspring, the emergence of the head is considered 
birth. The suggestion is that Rabbi Elazar agrees with the opinion 
of Shmuel, whereas Rabbi Yohanan disagrees with the opinion of 
Shmuel and maintains that the emergence of the head is considered 
birth even in the case of a non-viable newborn. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion, as it is possible that in the case 

of a whole non-viable newborn, everyone, i.e., Rabbi Elazar and 

Rabbi Yohanan, agrees that the emergence of the head is considered 

a birth, contrary to the opinion of Shmuel. When they disagree, it 
is in the case of a fetus that emerged in pieces. As one Sage, Rabbi 

Elazar, holds that it is specifically in the case of a whole non- 
viable newborn that the emergence of the head is considered birth, 
whereas with regard to a fetus that emerged in pieces it is not 

considered birth; and one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that in the 

case of a fetus that emerged in pieces as well, the emergence of the 

head is considered birth. 
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The Gemara cites another version of this discussion. The reason 

it is necessary for most of the limbs of the fetus to emerge for it to 

be considered born is that it emerged in pieces, or that it emerged 

reversed, i.e., feet first. It may be inferred from here that if it 

emerged in its proper manner, headfirst and whole, it is considered 

born, even according to Rabbi Elazar. Therefore, if the woman is 

pregnant with twins, the emergence of the head exempts the other 
twin from the obligations of primogeniture. Evidently, both Rabbi 

Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar do not hold in accordance with the 

opinion of Shmuel, as Shmuel said that the emergence of the head 

of one of the twins does not exempt the other in a case of non- 
viable newborns. 


There are those who teach this halakha by itself," i.e., not in refer- 
ence to the mishna: Rabbi Elazar says: The emergence of the head 

of a non-viable newborn is not considered like the emergence of 
most of the limbs; and Rabbi Yohanan says: The emergence of 
the head of a non-viable newborn is considered like the emergence 

of most of the limbs. And they disagree with regard to the opin- 
ion of Shmuel; Rabbi Elazar holds in accordance with Shmuel’s 

opinion, whereas Rabbi Yohanan does not accept the opinion 

of Shmuel. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: We learned in the mishna that ifthe 

fetus emerged in pieces or if it emerged reversed, when most of 
its limbs emerge, its status is like that ofa child born. The Gemara 

infers: From the fact that the mishna states: Or reversed, by infer- 
ence in the case of a fetus that emerged in pieces it emerged in its 

proper manner, i.e., the head first and then the body, and neverthe- 
less the mishna states that it is only when most ofits limbs emerge 

that its status is like that of a child born. This is difficult for the 

opinion of Rabbi Yohanan," as he maintains that once the head 

emerges, the fetus is considered born. 


The Gemara explains that Rabbi Yohanan could have said to 
you: Say that the mishna is referring to a case where the fetus 
emerged in pieces and reversed, whereas if it emerged with its 
head first, it is considered born even if most of its limbs did not 
emerge yet. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t the mishna teach that the fetus 
emerged in pieces or reversed? Ifso, it cannot be explained as refer- 
ring to a case where the fetus emerged both in pieces and reversed. 
The Gemara answers that this is what the mishna is saying: If the 
fetus emerged in pieces or whole, and in both this case and that 
case it emerged reversed, then when most of its limbs emerge, its 
status is like that of a child born. 


NOTES 


There are those who teach this halakha by itself - xa°x 
mwa) awa enmyaw KJY a ania: Rashi writes that the issue 
of whether or not the dispute between Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi 
Yohanan was originally stated in reference to the mishna affects 
the understanding of their opinions. If the dispute was in refer- 
ence to the mishna, it was presumably with regard to the case 
of a fetus that emerged in pieces alone; but in the case of a fetus 
that emerged whole, Rabbi Elazar agrees with Rabbi Yohanan that 
when the head emerges, the fetus is considered born. But if the 
dispute was stated without reference to the mishna, it presum- 
ably relates to the case of a fetus that emerged whole as well. 


The emergence of the head is not considered like the emer- 
gence of most of the limbs - D2% 3133 WAT px: Rashi notes 
that this is referring to a non-viable newborn alone, as with regard 


to a viable offspring, the mishna states that if it emerges in the 
proper manner it has the status of a born child when most of its 
head emerges. 


Difficult for the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan — ppi’ va xp: The 
later commentaries write that this challenge to Rabbi Yohanan’s 
opinion is according to both versions of it; although in the second 
version Rabbi Yohanan's statement was not specifically in refer- 
ence to the mishna, nevertheless, since he did not specify the 
case to which he was referring, he was presumably referring both 
to a case where the fetus emerged whole and to a case where it 
emerged in pieces. In both cases, Rabbi Yohanan holds that when 
the head emerges, the fetus is considered born, even if most of 
its limbs did not yet emerge (Maharsha). 
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Rav Pappa says: This dispute between Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi 
Yohanan is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im, as it is stated in 
a baraita: If the fetus emerged in pieces or reversed, when most 
ofits limbs emerge its status is like that ofa child born. Rabbi Yosei 
says: Its status is like that of a child born when it emerges in 
its proper manner. The Gemara asks: What is Rabbi Yosei saying? 
His statement apparently indicates that if a fetus emerges with 
its feet first, then even after most of its limbs emerge it is not 
considered born. 


Rav Pappa says that this is what the baraita is saying: If the fetus 

emerged in pieces or reversed, when most of its limbs emerge its 

status is like that of a child born; but by inference, if the fetus 

emerged in its proper manner, then the emergence of the head 

exempts its twin, should it eventually be born first, from the obliga- 
tions of primogeniture. And Rabbi Yosei says: The status of a fetus 

that emerged in pieces is like that of a child born when most of its 

limbs emerge, provided that it emerged in its proper manner, i.e., 
both requirements are necessary. The suggestion is that the opinion 

of Rabbi Yohanan is in accordance with the ruling of the first tanna, 
that even if a fetus emerges in pieces, once its head emerges it is 

considered born; whereas the opinion of Rabbi Elazar follows the 

ruling of Rabbi Yosei that even if such a fetus emerges headfirst, it 
is not considered born. 


Rav Zevid objects to Rav Pappa’s interpretation of the baraita: 
Since Rabbi Yosei issued his statement that both requirements are 
necessary, i.e, a majority of limbs and emergence in the proper 
manner, with regard to the two cases mentioned by the first tanna, 
by inference in the other case, where the fetus emerged reversed, 
even when most of its limbs emerge it does not exempt its twin 
from the obligations of primogeniture. But this is difficult, as we 
maintain that the majority of an item is considered like all of it. 
Accordingly, when most of the fetus’s limbs emerge it should be 
considered born even if it came out feetfirst. 


Rather, Rav Zevid says that this is what the baraita is saying: If the 
fetus emerged in pieces and reversed, when most of its limbs 
emerge its status is like that of a child born; but by inference, if the 
fetus emerged in its proper manner then the emergence of the 
head exempts its twin from the obligations of primogeniture, even 
if it was born in pieces. Rabbi Yosei says: The fetus is considered 
born once its head emerges only in a case when it emerges in its 
proper manner alive; if it emerges in pieces, the fetus is considered 
born only when most of its limbs emerge. 


This explanation is also taught explicitly in another baraita: If the 
fetus emerged in pieces and reversed, then when most of its 
limbs emerge its status is like that of a child born; but if the fetus 
emerged in its proper manner, the emergence of the head exempts 
its twin. Rabbi Yosei says: The fetus is considered born once 
its head emerges only in a case where it emerges in its proper 
manner alive. 


And what is the exact stage when a fetus that emerged in its proper 
manner alive is considered born? When most ofits head emerges. 
And what is the stage when most of its head emerges? Rabbi Yosei 
says: When its temples emerge." Abba Hanan says in the name 
of Rabbi Yehoshua: When its forehead emerges. And some say: 
When the corners of its head, i.e., the projection of the head above 
the neck, are visible. 


The head is tantamount to most of the limbs...when its 
temples emerge — inn KYW OAK IND WNI: If the fetus’s 
head emerges together whole, the woman assumes the impurity 
status of a woman after childbirth, just as in a case where most of 
the limbs of the fetus emerge, in accordance with the opinion of 


HALAKHA 


Rabbi Yohanan. If the fetus is not in pieces and emerges headfirst, 
it is considered born once its temples emerge, even if it subse- 
quently falls apart. Emergence refers to leaving the vaginal canal 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 194710). 
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MI S HNA In the case of a woman who discharges and 


it is not known what is the fetus’s sex," she 
shall observe the strictures of a woman who gave birth both to a male 
and to a female. She is impure for fourteen days, like a woman who 
gave birth to a female, and any blood the woman sees only until forty 
days after birth, not eighty days thereafter, is pure, like a woman who 
gave birth to a male. If it is unknown whether it was a male or female 
offspring or whether it was not an offspring at all, she shall observe 
the period of impurity for a woman who gave birth to a male and for 
a woman who gave birth to a female; and for any blood that she sees, 
she observes the halakhot of a menstruating woman. Since it is pos- 
sible that what she discharged was not an offspring at all, any blood 
she sees might be due to menstruation, not childbirth. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: With regard 


to a pregnant woman who passed across a 
river and she discharged her fetus into the river, and she does not 
know whether the fetus was fully formed, she brings the offering of 
a woman after childbirth, which is a burnt offering and a sin offering. 
And the sin offering, which is a bird, is eaten after the nape of its neck 
has been pinched, in the manner of a regular bird sin offering. This is 
the halakha despite the uncertainty that this fetus might not have been 
fully formed, in which case the woman would not be obligated to bring 
this offering, and a bird that is not an offering may not be eaten if its 
nape was pinched. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi explains the reasoning 
behind this ruling: One must follow the majority of pregnant women, 
and most pregnant women give birth to full-fledged offspring." 


The Gemara analyzes this claim. We learned in the mishna: If it is 
unknown whether what the woman discharged was a male or female 
offspring or whether it was not an offspring at all, she shall observe 
the period of impurity for a woman who gave birth to a male and for 
a woman who gave birth to a female; and for any blood that she sees, 
she observes the halakhot of a menstruating woman. The Gemara 
asks: According to the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, why 
must the woman observe the halakhot of a menstruating woman? 
Let us say that one must follow the majority of women, and the 
majority of women give birth to full-fledged offspring. If so, she 
should observe a period of purity, during which any blood she sees is 
pure, after her period of impurity, like all women after childbirth. 


The Gemara answers: The halakha in the mishna is referring to a case 
where the woman had not been presumed to be pregnant’ prior to 
her miscarriage; and when Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says that a 
woman who discharges is presumed to have discharged an offspring, 
he was speaking of a case where the woman had been presumed to 
be pregnant" prior to her miscarriage. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a difficulty with regard to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi from a baraita: There is the case 
of a kosher animal that had not yet given birth, which went to the 
pasture full, i.e., pregnant, and came back the same day empty," i.e., 
with no live offspring. It clearly discharged, but it is unknown whether 
or not it discharged an offspring, which would exempt the animal’s 
subsequent offspring from the status of a firstborn. In this case, the 
offspring that comes after it is a firstborn of uncertain status. 


And most pregnant women give birth to full-fledged off- 
spring - axa sy wy mwa ain: The early commentaries point 


NOTES 


all, whereas Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is referring to a case where 
the woman had been presumed to be pregnant (Ramban). 


out an apparent contradiction between the halakha of Rabbi 


Yehoshua ben Levi, that the woman's offering is eaten, and a bara- 
ita stating that if a woman discharges and does not 
she discharged, she brings an offering, but it is not eaten due to 
the possibility that what she discharged was not an offspring. The 
commentaries resolve this contradiction in a similar manner to the 
Gemara's resolution to the contradiction to the statement of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi from the mishna: The baraita is referring to a 
case where the woman had not been presumed to be pregnant at 


Where the woman had not been presumed to be pregnant - 
Mary TPN: The later commentaries disagree over the definition 

of a woman who had been presumed to be pregnant. Some 

maintain that she is presumed to be pregnant after three months 

of pregnancy, as at this stage her situation is recognizable to other 
people (Noda BiYehuda). Others claim that the interruption of her 
menstrual cycle is also required, as well as other signs noticeable 

by a woman's neighbors (Hatam Sofer). 


now what 


HALAKHA 


A woman who discharges and it is not known what 
is the fetus's sex — 97113 YT pg) nban: If a woman 
experiences a miscarriage but does not know what she 
discharged, she observes the ritual impurity status of a 
woman who gave birth to a male and a female, even if 
she had not been presumed to be pregnant (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 194:9). 


Passed across a river and discharged. ..presumed to 
be pregnant - MAY mpinmws...1 yam IMI may: Ifa 
woman who had been presumed to be pregnant dis- 
charged, and it is unknown what she discharged, e.g., 
she discharged while passing across a river, or into a 
hole in the ground, or an animal carried the discharged 
item away, it is presumed that the woman discharged a 
ull-fledged offspring, and she observes the strictures of 
a woman who gave birth to both a male and a female, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi. If a woman who had not been presumed to 
be pregnant discharged, and it is unknown what she 
discharged, she assumes the status of a woman about 
whom itis uncertain if she gave birth, and she observes 
he strictures of a woman who gave birth to both a 
male and a female as well as those of a menstruating 
woman. She brings an offering, but her sin-offering 
is not eaten, due to the uncertainty (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:6-7). 


An animal that went full and came empty - maya 
mpanga mda mixx: If an animal pregnant with 
its first offspring came back from the pasture empty, 
it clearly discharged; consequently, the animal's sub- 
sequent offspring is a firstborn of uncertain status, as 
perhaps the animal did not discharge a full-fledged 
offspring. Therefore, its subsequent offspring is not 
exempt from firstborn status (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 315:4). 
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BACKGROUND 


When Ravin came — pay NX 3: Ravin was one of the 
Sages who descended, i.e., would often travel from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, primarily to transmit the 
Torah of Eretz Yisrael to the Torah centers of the Dias- 
pora, although occasionally he traveled on business as 
well. Consequently, many questions, particularly those 
concerning the Torah of Eretz Yisrael, would remain 
unresolved until the messenger from Eretz Yisrael 
would arrive and elucidate the halakha, the novel 
expression, or the unique circumstances pertaining 
to a particular statement that required clarification. 


Perek III 
Daf29 Amud b 


NOTES 


A woman left full and came back empty - nW% 
map) m1 abn mnxew: The baraita does not 
describe the woman's version of the events. Some 
early commentaries maintain that the woman provides 
no information whatsoever. Others derive from the 
fact that the woman is considered a zava of uncer- 
tain status, as explained in the Gemara later, that the 
woman attests to having experienced a discharge of 
uterine blood besides her miscarriage, but she does 
not remember when this began or how long it lasted. 
But if the woman does not mention this, there is no 
concern that the woman is a zava, from either before 
or after her miscarriage. As proof for this opinion, it is 
posited that if a woman who does not know whether 
or not she experienced a discharge of blood is consid- 
ered a zava of uncertain status, then a woman who 
is a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor girl who had 
already experienced a discharge of blood once, should 
be prohibited from ever engaging in intercourse, as 
perhaps she experienced a discharge of blood without 
noticing (Ramban). 
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The Gemara asks: But why is this the halakha? According to Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi, one should follow the reality among the major- 
ity of animals, and the majority of animals give birth to full- 
fledged offspring. And if so, this subsequent offspring of the animal 
is a regular offspring, i.e. it is definitely not a firstborn. 


Ravina says in response: In this case, the halakha does not follow 
the majority of animals, because it can be said that the majority of 
animals give birth to an item that exempts the animal's subsequent 

offspring from firstborn status, but a minority of animals give 

birth to an item that does not exempt the animal’s subsequent 
offspring from firstborn status, i.e., an item that is not a full-fledged 

offspring. And an additional factor is that all animals that give birth 

to full-fledged offspring discharge turbid liquids one day before 

giving birth, and since this animal did not discharge turbid liquids 

before going to the pasture, the effect of the majority is under- 
mined. Consequently, the status of the animal's birth is uncertain, 
and for this reason its subsequent offspring is considered a firstborn 

of uncertain status. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If all animals that give birth to full- 
fledged offspring discharge turbid liquids before giving birth, then 
it should be concluded from the fact that this animal did not dis- 
charge turbid liquids that it did not discharge a full-fledged off- 
spring, and therefore the animal’s subsequent offspring is a proper 
firstborn, not a firstborn of uncertain status. Rather, one should 
say that Ravina meant the following: The majority of animals that 
give birth discharge turbid liquids beforehand, and therefore, 
since this animal did not discharge turbid liquids, the effect of the 
majority is undermined. 


§ When Ravin came’ from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, raises an objection to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi from the halakha of a forgetful 
woman; but I do not know what the objection is. The Gemara 
asks: This halakha of a forgetful woman, which forms the basis of 
the objection, what is it? The Gemara explains: As it is taught in 
a baraita: 


A woman left home for an extended period of time while she was 
full, i.e., pregnant, and came back when she was empty," as she 
discharged the fetus, but it is unknown exactly when and what she 
discharged; and she spent three weeks in our presence during 
which she was pure, i.e., she did not experience any bleeding, and 
for the following ten weeks she alternated between one impure 
week, in which she experienced bleeding every day, and one pure 
week, in which she did not experience bleeding at all. 


In such a case, the woman may engage in intercourse with her 
husband at the end of the fifth week following her return, on the 
eve of the thirty-fifth day, after which she is again prohibited from 
engaging in intercourse with her husband. And we require her 
to immerse in a ritual bath a total of ninety-five immersions. 
This is the statement of Beit Shammai. And Beit Hillel say that 
she is required to immerse thirty-five times. Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, says: She is required to immerse only once, as it is 
sufficient for the immersion to be at the end of the period when 
she is required to immerse every day. The entire baraita will be 
explained below. 
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The Gemara explains the objection from the baraita to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: Granted in the first week following 
her arrival the woman may not engage in intercourse with her 
husband, despite the fact that she did not experience bleeding dur- 
ing that week, as one can say that perhaps she is a woman who gave 
birth to a male just before her arrival, which would mean that the 
first week is her seven-day period of impurity. Likewise, it is clear 
that the woman may not engage in intercourse with her husband 
during the second week after her arrival, as one can say that she is 
a woman who gave birth to a female, and consequently her period 
of impurity is two weeks long. 


It is also clear why she may not engage in intercourse during the 
third week, as one can say that perhaps she is a woman who gave 
birth to a female as a zava, i.e., a woman who experienced a dis- 
charge of uterine blood after her menstrual period for three days 
without the pain of labor, and therefore assumed the status of a zava 
before giving birth. If so, she must count seven clean days after her 
two-week period of impurity, and subsequently immerse. 


But in the fourth week, even though the woman sees blood during 
that period, let her engage in intercourse with her husband, as it 
is pure blood. At this stage the woman’s period of purity is certainly 
underway. Why does the baraita state that she may not engage in 
intercourse with her husband in this week? Is it not due to the 
concern that she might have discharged an item that was not a full- 
fledged offspring? Evidently, although most pregnant women give 
birth to full-fledged offspring, we do not follow the majority, which 
contradicts the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, as this is apparently a valid objection, 
what is the reason that Ravin said: I do not know what the objec- 
tion to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is? The Gemara 
explains: Perhaps it is in fact assumed that the woman gave birth to 
a full-fledged offspring, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi, and the reason she is not considered pure in the 
fourth week after her arrival is that one can say that her birth was 
distant, i.e., she gave birth a long time before her arrival, and there- 
fore her period of purity had already ended before the fourth week. 


§ The Gemara further analyzes the above baraita: During this fifth 
week, when the woman is pure, as she did not experience any 
bleeding, let her engage in intercourse with her husband. Why is 
she permitted to do so only on the eve of the thirty-fifth day, at the 
end of the fifth week? 


The Gemara answers: During this fourth week, when she experi- 
ences bleeding every day, we are uncertain with regard to each and 
every day as to whether it is the end of the woman’s period of purity 
as a woman after childbirth, and that it is therefore the beginning 
of the seven-day period that she must observe as a menstruating 
woman. And with regard to the twenty-eighth day itself, the last 
day of the fourth week, one can also say that it is after the last day 
of her period of purity and the beginning of her period as a men- 
struating woman, and therefore she is required to observe seven 
days for her menstruation, which end on the thirty-fourth day after 
her arrival. Consequently, the woman may engage in intercourse 


with her husband only on the eve of the thirty-fifth day. 


The Gemara further inquires: As explained above, the reason it is 
prohibited for the woman to engage in intercourse during the third 
week is that she might have given birth just before arriving and had 
been a zava at the time, and therefore after observing the two weeks 
of impurity of a woman after childbirth, she must observe an addi- 
tional seven days of impurity as a zava. A zava may undergo her 
purification process on the seventh day of her impurity, following 
which she is permitted to engage in intercourse. Accordingly, let 
the woman engage in intercourse on the twenty-first day after 
her arrival. 
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The Gemara answers: The halakha in this baraita is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said that it is prohibited 
for a woman to do so, i.e., to engage in intercourse on the seventh 
day of her ziva after immersing in a ritual bath, lest she come to a 
case of uncertainty. If she engages in intercourse on that seventh 
day after immersion, and subsequently experiences bleeding on that 
same day, it retroactively nullifies her entire seven clean days, and it 
turns out that she engaged in intercourse while she was impure. The 
Gemara continues to ask: Even so, let her engage in intercourse 
that night, after having completed seven clean days. The Gemara 
answers: The baraita is referring to a case when the woman saw 
blood in the evening, i.e., her fourth week of experiencing bleeding 
started in the nighttime. 


Q The Gemara analyzes the statement of Beit Shammai: And we 
require the woman to immerse in a ritual bath for a total of ninety- 
five immersions. The Gemara explains: During the first week she 
is required to immerse at night, every night of the week. The reason 
is that as the date of her childbirth and the sex of the offspring are 
unknown, one can say that she is a woman who gave birth to a 
male. If so, the seven days of impurity might have ended on any 
night of the first week, and therefore she must immerse in a ritual 
bath on each night. 


During the second week, she is required to immerse at night, every 
night, as one can say that she is a woman who gave birth to a 
female, and therefore it is possible that her fourteen-day period of 
impurity ended on any of the nights of the second week. She must 
also immerse every day of the second week in the daytime, as one 
can say that she is a woman who gave birth to a male as a zava." 
If so, it is possible that her seven-day period ofimpurity as a woman 
after childbirth ended on any given day during the first week, after 
which she must start to count seven clean days as a zava. These seven 
days necessarily culminate during the second week, and the halakha 
is that awoman must immerse in a ritual bath on the morning when 
her seven clean days of ziva conclude. 


During the third week, she is required to immerse every day in the 
daytime, as one can say that she is a woman who gave birth to a 
female as a zava, and consequently her fourteen-day period of 
impurity as a woman after childbirth ended during the second week. 
Therefore, the woman’s seven clean days as a zava might end on 
any day of the third week, and she is obligated to immerse on that 
morning. 


She is also required to immerse on every night of the third week, 
according to Beit Shammai. Beit Shammai conform to their line of 
reasoning, as they say in a mishna (71b) that a woman who finished 
her period of purity after childbirth, referred to as a woman who 
immersed that long day" and is waiting for her purification process 
to be completed, requires immersion at the end of this period. 
The woman must therefore immerse on every night of the third 
week, in case that night is the end of her period of purity, for a total 
of thirty-five immersions by the end of the week. She must continue 
to immerse every night until her period of purity is certainly over, 
no matter when she gave birth, i.e., until the eightieth day since 
her arrival. 


NOTES 


In the daytime say she is a woman who gave birth to a male as 
a zava — K7 3633 nti WVR KAWI: The early commentaries 
explain that the woman's nightly immersions do not purify her 
from her status as a zava, as it is stated: “But if she is purified of her 
issue, then she shall count to herself seven days, and after that she 
shall be pure” (Leviticus 15:28). This verse teaches that a zava must 
count at least part of the daytime. Although in general the halakhic 
status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, in this case 
that principle does not apply to part of the night (Tosefot Rid). 


A woman who immersed that long day - Jinx oï nna: Ina 
mishna (71b), there is a dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel as to whether a woman after childbirth must immerse at the 
end of her period of purity, i.e., forty days after giving birth to a 
male and eighty days after giving birth to a female. Beit Shammai 
hold that in order to be permitted to enter the Temple, and, in the 
case of the daughter or wife of a priest, to be permitted to partake 
of teruma, she is required to immerse. Beit Hillel maintain that this 
immersion is not necessary. 
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The Gemara asks: Now consider, how many days of purity are 
there, in the case of a woman who gave birth to a female? There are 
sixty-six days. Therefore, in order to account for all of the nights 
that might occur immediately after the woman’s period of purity, 
she must immerse on sixty-six nights, according to Beit Shammai. 
Remove from this sum the immersions of the third week, when we 
require the woman to immerse seven times, and sixty less one 
are left. These sixty-less-one times she immerses after the third 
week and the thirty-five times she immerses during the first three 
weeks are together ninety-four immersions. If so, those ninety-five 
immersions, required by Beit Shammai, what is their purpose? 
Why do they require an extra immersion? 


Rav Yirmeya of Difti says: The baraita is referring to a case where 

the woman came before us, i.e., she returned from her journey, 
during twilight, when it is halakhically uncertain whether it is day 
or night. The ruling is that in this case we give her another immer- 
sion, i.e., she is obligated to immerse on an additional day, in case 

she completed her days of impurity on the day she arrived, and that 
night is the night she must immerse. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Beit Hillel, who say that a 
woman who immersed that long day, i.e., a woman observing her 
period of purity after childbirth, does not require immersion once 
her period of purity is over, those thirty-five immersions that they 
require, what is their purpose? 


The Gemara answers: Twenty-eight immersions are required as 
we said above, i.e., due to the end of the period of impurity in case 
the woman gave birth to a male or to a female, and due to the com- 
pletion of the woman's seven clean days in case she gave birth as a 
zava. In addition, during this fifth week we require the woman to 
immerse each and every night, as one can say that it is the end of 
her seven-day period as a menstruating woman. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: Why do I need the baraita to 
state that after the woman did not experience any bleeding for the 
first three weeks after arriving, she alternated for ten weeks between 
experiencing bleeding every day for a week and not experiencing 
any bleeding for a week. How does this detail contribute to Beit 
Shammai’s ruling that the woman must immerse ninety-five times? 
After all, eight and a half weeks are sufficient. Combined with the 
first three weeks after the woman’ arrival, this period amounts to 
eighty days, which is the number of days on which the woman must 
immerse according to Beit Shammai, as each day might be the last 
of her period of purity. 


The Gemara answers: Although eight and a half weeks are sufficient, 
since the baraita must teach half a week, it completes that week, 
for a total of nine weeks. And since the baraita teaches with regard 
to the ninth week that the woman is impure, it also taught with 
regard to the tenth week that the woman is pure, in accordance with 
the pattern of a week of purity following every week of impurity. 


With regard to the opinion of Beit Hillel that the woman immerses 

only thirty-five times, the Gemara asks: But isn’t there the immer- 
sion that the woman is obligated to perform due to the possibility 
that she is a zava? It is possible that by the fourth week, the woman’s 

period of purity after childbirth has already ended, and the bleeding 
she experiences that week is menstrual blood, in which case the 

next week that she sees blood renders her a zava. If so, she must 
immerse at the end of that week, after counting seven clean days. 
The same applies to all the other weeks on which she experiences 

bleeding, apart from the fourth. Consequently, there are additional 

immersions not counted by Beit Hillel. 
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The Gemara answers: Beit Hillel count only the times that the 
woman is obligated to immerse before she is permitted to engage 
in intercourse with her husband, which amount to thirty-five. 
They do not count the times that she must immerse after she is 
permitted to engage in intercourse with her husband. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Beit Shammai, who count the 
times that the woman is obligated to immerse after she is permitted 
to engage in intercourse in their total of ninety-five immersions, let 
them also count those immersions in which the woman is obli- 
gated due to the possibility that she is a zava. The Gemara answers: 
Beit Shammai deal with immersions that are due to the woman’s 
childbirth; they do not deal with immersions that are due to the 
possibility of ziva. 


The Gemara questions this response: But there are immersions 
counted by Beit Shammai that are due to the possibility that she is 
a woman who gave birth as a zava. These immersions serve to 
purify the woman from her status as a zava, not as a woman after 
childbirth. The Gemara answers: Beit Shammai count immersions 
that are due to the possibility that she is a woman who gave birth 
as a zava. In such a scenario, immersion is delayed due to the child- 
birth, and is performed when the woman’s impurity period of ziva 
following childbirth is over. Therefore, these immersions are con- 
sidered as connected to the childbirth. But Beit Shammai do not 
count immersions that are due to ziva alone. 


§ With regard to the statement of the baraita that the woman 
immerses on every night of the first week in case her period of 
impurity after childbirth just ended, the Gemara asks: Besides 
immersing on every night of the first week after she came before 
us, let the woman immerse during the daytime of every day of that 
week as well, as perhaps she is a zava, and on each and every day 
it is possible that her counting of clean days are completed, and 
she must therefore immerse that morning. Accordingly, seven more 
immersions should be added to the count. 


The Gemara answers: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
statement? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
who said that we require that the seven clean days of a zava must 
be counted in our presence, i.e., they must actually be counted. 
Since she did not know she should count before she arrived, she 
did not begin counting prior to her arrival. Therefore, her seven 
clean days begin only once she arrives, and she cannot immerse 
from her status as a zava of uncertain status before the end of the 
first week. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: Even so, let her immerse at 
the end of the first week, on the morning of the seventh day, after 
counting seven clean days following her return. This adds one more 
immersion to the count. The Gemara answers: The baraita is not 
dealing with immersions that the woman is obligated to perform 
once a week. 


The Gemara further inquires: Let the woman immerse on the first 
day that she came before us, as perhaps she is a lesser zava, i.e., a 
woman who experienced a discharge of uterine blood after her 
menstrual period for one or two consecutive days, and who there- 
fore observes a clean day for a day she experiences a discharge. The 
Gemara answers: The baraita is dealing with a greater zava alone, 
i.e., one who experienced a discharge for three consecutive days and 
must therefore count seven clean days before immersing; it is not 
dealing with a lesser zava. 


§ The Gemara summarizes its analysis of the baraita: Conclude 
from it three conclusions. Conclude from it that the baraita is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said that we 
require that the seven clean days of a zava must be counted in 
our presence. 
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And conclude from it that the baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who says that it is permitted in principle 
for a zava to engage in intercourse with her husband on her seventh 
clean day after immersing in a ritual bath, but that the Sages said 
that it is prohibited for her to do so, lest she come to a case of 
uncertainty, i.e., in case she experiences a discharge of blood after 
engaging in intercourse, which retroactively nullifies her entire seven 
clean days and renders her impure. 


And finally, conclude from it that immersion at its proper time 
is a mitzva," which is why the woman immerses every day despite 
the fact it remains prohibited for her to engage in intercourse. But 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: It is sufficient for the 
immersion to be at the end, and we do not say that immersion 
at its proper time is a mitzva in its own right. Consequently, the 
woman is obligated to perform only one immersion. 


MISHNA ih seman Peete ner on the fortiet 


day" since she immersed herself and engaged 
in intercourse with her husband need not be concerned that it 
might have been an offspring’ and she became impure with its 
miscarriage, as the formation of the offspring in the womb occurs 
only forty days after conception. But in the case of a woman who 
discharges on the forty-first day after immersion, there is concern 
that perhaps it was an offspring. Since its sex is unknown, she shall 
observe the period of impurity for a woman who gave birth to a 
male and for a woman who gave birth to a female; and for any blood 
that she sees, she observes the halakhot of a menstruating woman. 


Rabbi Yishmael says: A woman who discharges on the forty-first 
day after immersion observes the seven days of impurity for a 
woman who gave birth to a male; and for any blood that she sees 
after seven days, she observes the halakhot of a menstruating 
woman. But a woman who discharges on the eighty-first day after 
immersion observes the strictures of a woman who gave birth both 
to a male and toa female, and also the strictures of a menstruating 
woman, as the formation of the male offspring concludes on the 
forty-first day and the formation of the female offspring concludes 
on the eighty-first day. And the Rabbis say: With regard to both 
the formation of the male and the formation of the female, this 


and that conclude on the forty-first" day. 
G E M A The Gemara discusses the statement of the 
mishna that a woman who discharges on the 
forty-first day after immersion observes the strictures of a woman 
who gave birth to both a male and a female, and the strictures of a 
menstruating woman. Why are the strictures of a woman who gave 
birth to a male mentioned in this statement? What additional stric- 
tures must the woman observe due to the possibility that she gave 
birth to a male, over and above those she observes for the birth of 
a female? 


HALAKHA 


A woman who discharges on the fortieth day — Dih nbean 
Devas: A woman who discharges on the fortieth day after 


in intercourse with her husband (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 10:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 194:2). 


immersing (Beer Heitev) need not be concerned that perhaps she 


discharged an offspring, and does not assume the impurity status 
of a woman after childbirth. She assumes the impurity status of a 
menstruating woman even if she did not experience any bleed- 
ing during the miscarriage; the Rema explains that whenever the 
womb opens, blood automatically emerges. After counting seven 
clean days and immersing, the woman is permitted to engage 


Both the formation of the male and the formation of the 
female, this and that conclude on the forty-first - m3 Tm% 
SNM) DYADIC T TM TPIT Ta INN ID: The formation of an 
offspring is ‘complete no earlier than the fortieth day of gestation, 
whether it is male or female, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:1). 


NOTES 

Immersion at its proper time is a mitzva - 71313 apap 
myn: It is a positive mitzva for a ritually impure person 
to purify himself by immersing in a ritual bath. This 
mitzva is counted among the six hundred and thirteen 
mitzvot of Torah law (Rav Se’adya Gaon, Sefer HaMitzvot, 
positive mitzva 170; Rambam, Sefer HaMitzvot, positive 
mitzva 109; Smag, positive mitzva 148; Sefer HaHinnukh, 
mitzva 175). 

Nevertheless, there is a dispute among the tanna'im 
as to whether the mitzva is to immerse as soon as one 
is halakhically capable of purifying himself, or whether 
one may delay his immersion to a later date. Beit Sham- 
mai and Beit Hillel, as well as Rabbi Yosei (Shabbat 121a) 
and Rabbi Meir (Yoma 8a), hold that it is a mitzva to 
immerse at the first halakhic opportunity. Therefore, if 
one is capable of immersing at night, he may not wait 
until the morning to immerse. This is derived from the 
verse: “But it shall be, when evening comes in, he shall 
bathe himself in water” (Deuteronomy 23:12), and from 
he verse: “And the pure person shall sprinkle upon the 
impure on the third day, and on the seventh day; and on 
he seventh day he shall purify him; and he shall wash his 
clothes, and bathe himself in water, and shall be pure at 
evening” (Numbers 19:19). By contrast, Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, holds that there is no mitzva to immerse at 
he first opportunity. The indication of these verses that 
one should immerse when he is first able is, according 
o Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, a mere suggestion. 


Awoman who discharges on the fortieth day need not 
be concerned that it might have been an offspring - 
17b newin ayy oya op) Ayaan: In the Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna it says that the reference 
here is to the fortieth day after the woman engaged in 
intercourse with her husband. Rashi maintains that it is 
the fortieth day after she immersed in a ritual bath. 
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HALAKHA 


That if she sees on the thirty-fourth day...that if 
she sees on the seventy-fourth day - oP nyn ONw 
TYIN OYA OF AYN ONW..AvaTS meih: Whenever 
a woman must observe the strictures of a woman who 
gave birth to both a male and a female, and also the stric- 
tures of a menstruating woman, the halakha is as follows: 
The woman is prohibited to engage in intercourse with 
her husband for fourteen days, just like a woman who 
gave birth to a female. If she discovers bleeding on the 
eighty-first day, she assumes the status of a menstruating 
woman of uncertain status. Similarly, if she experiences 
bleeding on the seventy-fourth day and the eighty-first 
day, she assumes the status of a menstruating woman 
of uncertain status. Likewise, if she experiences bleeding 
on the forty-first day, she is a menstruating woman of 
uncertain status even if she already experienced bleeding 
on the thirty-fourth day. She is prohibited from engaging 
in intercourse with her husband until the eve of the forty- 
eighth day, as is the halakha in the case of a woman who 
gave birth to a male. She receives no period of purity, like 
a menstruating woman. 

The following halakhot apply with regard to any bleed- 
ing that she discovers from the day on which she dis- 
charged until the eightieth day. If she experiences bleed- 
ing during her menstrual period, she is a menstruating 
woman of uncertain status. If she experiences bleeding 
during her period of ziva, she is a zava of uncertain status, 
as throughout the period after childbirth, the previous 
patterns concerning the expected times of menstruation 
do not apply. 
Similarly, if she experiences bleeding on the eighty- 
first day, even if she does not experience bleeding for 
more than one day consecutively, she is still considered 
a menstruating woman of uncertain status, due to the 
ack of an established pattern. Once she establishes a 
pattern of menstruation after eighty days, her status of 
uncertainty ceases, and she is either definitely a men- 
struating wornan or definitely a zava. Furthermore, if the 
woman discharged during her menstrual period, she has 
he status of a definite menstruating woman (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:21). 
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If these strictures are mentioned due to the days of impurity that 
a woman who gave birth to a male must observe, doesn’t the mishna 
in any case teach that the woman observes the strictures ofa woman 
who gave birth to a female? The seven days of impurity that are 
observed by a woman who gave birth to a male are included in the 
fourteen days of impurity that she observes for a female. And if 
these strictures are mentioned due to the days of purity that are 
observed by a woman who gave birth to a male, which are fewer 
than the days of purity that are observed for the birth of a female, 


doesn’t the mishna teach that the woman observes the strictures of 
a menstruating woman, i.e., she is considered ritually impure every 
time she experiences bleeding, and does not observe any period of 
purity at all? 


The Gemara answers: The mishna mentions that the woman 
observes the strictures of awoman who gave birth to a male to teach 
that if she sees blood on the thirty-fourth day after her miscarriage 
and again sees blood on the forty-first day, her purity status shall 
be ruined, i.e., she shall be prohibited from engaging in intercourse, 
until the forty-eighth day. If she were not observing the strictures 
of a woman who gave birth to a male, but only those of a menstruat- 
ing woman and one who gave birth to a female, she would not have 
to wait seven days after seeing blood on the forty-first day. Instead, 
she would wait only one day, as her possible seven-day period of 
menstruation began on the thirty-fourth day and ended on the 
fortieth. Yet, as she might have given birth to a male, the forty-first 
day might be the first day after her period of purity, and therefore 
the first of her seven days of menstruation. Consequently, she must 
consider herself impure until the forty-eighth day. 


And similarly, with regard to the halakha that she observes the 
strictures of a woman who gave birth to a female, one ramification 
is that if she sees blood on the seventy-fourth day" and again sees 
blood on the eighty-first day, her purity status shall be ruined until 
the eighty-eighth day. Although she observes ritual impurity after 
discovering bleeding on the seventy-fourth day, as perhaps she has 
the status of a menstruating woman, when she discovers bleeding 
on the eighty-first day she must begin the count of seven days of 
menstruation again, in case the seventy-fourth day was during her 
period of purity after having given birth to a female. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yishmael says: A woman who 
discharges on the forty-first day after immersion observes both the 
strictures of a woman who gave birth to a male, and those of a 
menstruating woman, but not the strictures of a woman who gave 
birth to a female, as the formation of a male offspring takes forty-one 
days, whereas the formation of a female offspring takes eighty-one 
days. It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael says, in explana- 
tion of his opinion: In the case of a woman who gave birth to a male, 
the verse deems her impure for seven days and deems her pure for 
an additional thirty-three days, for a total of forty days; and with 
regard to a woman who gave birth to a female, the verse deems her 
impure for fourteen days and deems her pure for another sixty-six 
days, for a total of eighty days. 
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It can therefore be inferred that just as when the verse deems a 
woman impure and then deems her pure for a total of forty days 
in the case of a male, its amount of time is parallel to the time of 
the formation of a male embryo; so too, when the verse deems a 
woman impure and deems her pure for a total of eighty days in the 
case of a female, its amount of time is parallel to the time of the 
formation of a female embryo." Accordingly, the formation of a 
female ends on the eighty-first day after conception. The Rabbis 
said to Rabbi Yishmael in response: One cannot derive the amount 
of time of the formation of an embryo from the extent of a woman’s 
period of impurity after giving birth. 


Furthermore, the Rabbis said to Rabbi Yishmael that there is a 
proof against his opinion from an incident involving Cleopatra,’ 
Queen of Alexandria.’ Since her maidservants were sentenced to 
death by the government, she took advantage of the opportunity 
and experimented on them in order to examine the amount of time 
it takes for an embryo to develop. She had her maidservants engage 
in intercourse and operated on them following their execution in 
order to determine the stage at which an embryo is fully formed, 
and found that both in this case, when the embryo is male, and that 
case, when it is female, the formation is complete on the forty-first 
day after conception. Rabbi Yishmael said to them in response: I 
bring you proof from the Torah, and you bring me proof from 
the fools? 


The Gemara asks: What proof from the Torah does Rabbi Yishmael 
bring for his opinion? If we say that his proof is the aforementioned 
derivation that in the case ofa woman who gave birth to a male, the 
verse deems her impure for seven days and deems her pure for an 
additional thirty-three days, for a total of forty days; and in the case 
of a female, the verse deems her impure for fourteen days and 
deems her pure for an additional sixty-six days, for a total of eighty 
days, didn’t the Rabbis say to him in response that one cannot 
derive the amount of time that the formation of an embryo takes 
from the extent of a woman’ period of impurity after giving birth? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yishmael’s derivation is that the verse 
states: “Ifa woman bears seed and gives birth to a male... and if she 
gives birth to a female” (Leviticus 12:2-5). The verse adds another 
explicit mention of childbirth with regard to a female, besides the 
mention of childbirth in the case of a male, when it could have 
simply stated: And ifit is a female. Rabbi Yishmael derives from here 
that not only are the periods of ritual impurity and purity of one 
who gives birth to a female double those of a woman who gives birth 
to a male, but the formation of a female embryo also takes twice 
the time. 


The Gemara asks: And for what reason does Rabbi Yishmael refer 
to the proof that the Rabbis cited from Cleopatra's experiment as a 
proof from the fools? The Gemara answers: One can say that the 
maidservant who was pregnant with a female embryo became 
pregnant first, forty days before the maidservant who was preg- 
nant with a male embryo. Consequently, it took the female embryo 
eighty days to be develop, not forty. 


NOTES 


Its amount of time is parallel to the time of the formation of 
a female embryo — ma xxi93 ANY»: The later commentaries 


ask: According to Rabbi Yishmael, who 


tion of a female embryo takes forty days longer than that of a 


male, why does its gestation not last forty days longer? They 
explain that once a female embryo is formed, it develops more 
quickly than a male, just as a girl reaches puberty before a boy 
(Hatam Sofer). 


holds that the forma- 


PERSONALITIES 
Cleopatra - xqpainp: Cleopatra is the Greek name 
Ky\eoxdtpa, Kleopatra, which was given to many Egyptian 
queens. From the incident related in the Gemara it is difficult 
to determine which Cleopatra it is referring to. 


BACKGROUND 

Alexandria - DiD: Alexandria, a major Egyptian city 
on the coast of the Mediterranean Sea, was named after 
Alexander the Great, to whom the city’s establishment in 
the fourth century BCE is attributed. The city was referred 
to among the Jews as Noe Amon, based on Targum Yonatan 
on the verse: “The multitude of Noe” (Ezekiel 30:15). At its 
prime, Alexandria was the most important cultural center 
in the world, and it also had great astronomers and math- 
ematicians. Expert physicians settled in Alexandria and they 
performed many complicated medical procedures on both 
animals and humans. 


Location of Alexandria 
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LANGUAGE 
Steward [apotropos] — Disiiwisx: From the Greek 
énitporos, epitropos, meaning trustee, administrator, 
or appointee. Usually this word refers to an individual 
appointed to tend to the estate of minors or others 
incapable of doing so themselves. It may also refer to 
one appointed by an individual to tend to his estate. 
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The Gemara asks: And how would the Rabbis respond to this 
claim? The Gemara answers: Cleopatra gave the maidservants a 
purgative medicine" to drink before they engaged in intercourse, 
which would have terminated any previous pregnancy. And 
Rabbi Yishmael would respond that there are bodies that are not 
affected by this medicine, i.e., certain pregnancies are not termi- 
nated by the medicine. Consequently, the maidservant who was 
pregnant with a female embryo might have been pregnant prior to 
the experiment. 


The Gemara cites another baraita that presents a different version 
of this exchange between Rabbi Yishmael and the Rabbis: Rabbi 
Yishmael said to the Rabbis that there is a proof for his opinion 
from an incident involving Cleopatra, the Greek queen, as her 
maidservants were sentenced to death by the government, and 
she experimented on them and found that a male embryo is 
fully formed on the forty-first day after conception, and a female 
embryo is formed on the eighty-first day. The Rabbis said to him: 
One does not bring proof from the fools. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason the Rabbis consider 
this a proof from the fools? They claim that it is possible that this 
woman who was pregnant with a female embryo did not conceive 
when Cleopatra had her engage in intercourse; rather, she waited 
forty days, and then became pregnant when she again engaged 
in intercourse. Therefore, the embryo was formed in forty days. 


And how would Rabbi Yishmael respond to this claim? He would 
claim that the maidservants could not have conceived on a later 
date, as Cleopatra transferred them to the custody of a steward, 
who made sure that they did not engage in intercourse during the 
experiment. And the Rabbis would say that there is no steward 
[apotropos]' for restraining sexual intercourse," and therefore one 
can say that the warden himself engaged in intercourse with the 
maidservant. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to Rabbi Yishmael’s 
proof: But how can one be sure that the female embryo was formed 
after eighty-one days? Perhaps if the womb of the woman carrying 
this female embryo would have been torn open on the forty-first 
day after conception, the female embryo would have already been 
found in it, just as in the case of a male embryo. Abaye says in 
response: It was a case where the indications of the ages of the 
two embryos, e.g. their hairs and fingernails, were identical. Evi- 
dently, the female embryo developed in eighty days to the same 
degree that the male embryo developed in forty days. 


§} The mishna teaches: And the Rabbis say: Both the formation 
of the male and the formation of the female conclude on the 
forty-first day. The Gemara asks: The statement of the Rabbis is 
identical to the statement of the first tanna. Why does the mishna 
repeat this opinion in the name of the Rabbis? 


NOTES 


A purgative [naftza] medicine - x¥527 sab: Rashi explains that 
this medicine causes a miscarriage and also scatters [menapetz] 
any semen that may already be in the woman's body after sexual 
intercourse, preventing pregnancy. 


There is no steward for restraining sexual intercourse — p% 
nny DisiwwiaK: It is for this reason that it is stated in the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud that even an exceptionally pious person may not be 


appointed as a warden for women with whom he is prohibited 
from engaging in sexual intercourse. The halakhic authorities 
cite this halakha (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 22:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 22:15), and the later authorities add that 
this prohibition exists even if the warden’s wife is generally pres- 
ent while he is on the job, lest he sin while she is absent (Arugat 
HaBosem). 
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And if you would say that the purpose is to teach that the unat- 
tributed opinion mentioned in the first clause of the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, and therefore it is the 
halakha, as when there is a disagreement between an individual 
Sage and many Sages, the halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the many, this cannot be the reason. The Gemara explains: It 
is obvious that the halakha is in accordance with the unattributed 
opinion mentioned in the first clause of the mishna, as this is a 
general halakhic principle. 


The Gemara answers: Lest you say that from the fact that the expla- 
nation of the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael stands to reason, as the 

verses apparently support it, the halakha should be in accordance 

with his opinion, therefore the mishna teaches us that the majority 
of Sages agree with the unattributed opinion mentioned in the first 
clause of the mishna. 


§ Rabbi Samlai taught: To what is a fetus in its mother’s womb 
comparable? To a folded notebook [lefinkas].' And it rests with 
its hands on its two sides of its head, at the temples, its two arms 
[atzilav]" on its two knees, and its two heels on its two buttocks, 
and its head rests between its knees, and its mouth is closed, and 
its umbilicus is open. And it eats from what its mother eats, and 
it drinks from what its mother drinks, and it does not emit excre- 
ment" lest it kill its mother. But once it emerges into the airspace 
of the world, the closed limb, i.e., its mouth, opens, and the open 
limb, its umbilicus, closes, as otherwise it cannot live for even one 
hour." 


And a candle is lit for it above its head, and it gazes from one 
end of the world to the other, as it is stated: “When His lamp 
shined above my head, and by His light I walked through dark- 
ness” (Job 29:3). And do not wonder how one can see from one 
end of the world to the other, as a person can sleep here, in this 
location, and see a dream that takes place in a place as distant as 
Spain [beAspamya].° 


And there are no days when a person is in a more blissful state 
than those days when he is a fetus in his mother’s womb, as it is 
stated in the previous verse: “If only I were as in the months of old, 
as in the days when God watched over me” (Job 29:2). And the 
: proof that this verse is referring to gestation is as follows: Which 
are the days that have months but do not have years? You must 
say that these are the months of gestation. 


NOTES 


Its two arms [atzilav] - voy m: Rashi explains that the reference 
is to the armpits. Others interpret this word as referring to the elbows, 
in accordance with Targum Yonatan on the verse (Ezekiel 13:18): 
“Upon all elbows [atzilei yadai]" (Tosafot; Arukh). 


And its head rests between its knees — 272 pa b nan wen: The 
geonim write that the halakha that one must bow his head to the 
height of his knees while reciting the blessing of modim during the 
Amida prayer is because a fetus lies with its head between its thighs 
(Shibbolei HaLeket; Tanya Rabbati, Emek Berakha). 


And it does not emit excrement — Y9 X*¥ 42 igy: The Maharsha 
writes that the life of a fetus is comparable to that of the Jewish 
people in the wilderness, when they would eat manna and drink 
from Miriam's well, and would therefore not emit excrement, as 
manna was divine food that would not turn into excrement. 


As otherwise it cannot live for even one hour — 42% 3 xbobew 
nny nyw yor nim bin»: Some of the early commentaries delete 
the phrase: For even one hour, as one can close his mouth for several 
hours without endangering his life (Maharam of Rothenburg, cited 
by Jashbetz and Abudirham). Others maintain this phrase, as the ref- 
erence is to the moment that an infant is born; if its mouth is closed 
and its umbilicus is open, even for a short while, it cannot survive 
(Tur). As result of this dispute, the halakhic authorities disagree as 
to whether the phrase: Even one hour, is included in the blessing 
of Asher Yatzar, said after using the bathroom. The Magen Avraham 
(Orah Hayyim 6:2) rules that this phrase should not be included, 
but the Taz (Orah Hayyim 6:2) rules that the phrase should be 
included. 
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LANGUAGE 

Notebook [pinkas] - pp: From the Greek niva, 
pinax, meaning tablet or board on which one 
writes. Over time, the pinkas became several tab- 
lets connected to each other in the form of a small 
book. The notebooks in the time of the Talmud 
varied in shape and were made from various mate- 
rials. Apparently the most common of them was a 
notebook made of tablets of wood on which they 
smeared a layer of wax, in which they would carve 
words and erase them to write again. 


Fresco of woman with wax tablet and man with scroll, Pompeii, 
second century BCE 


BACKGROUND 

Spain [Aspamya] - k"apDtx: Aspamia or Aspania 
is generally identified as Spain, which is called 
Aspamia in Greek and Latin. In biblical Hebrew, 
Sepharad, mentioned in the verse: “And the cap- 
tivity of Jerusalem that is in Sepharad shall possess 
the cities of the South” (Obadiah 1:20), is identified 
by the commentaries as Spain (Jargum Yonatan; 
Abravanel on II Kings). Since Spain was on the 
other end of the Mediterranean Sea from Eretz 
Yisrael and Babylonia, and journeys by sea would 
be conducted in proximity to the coast, with sev- 
eral stops along the way, a trip to Spain would 
take a very long time, and Spain was considered 
a prototypical very distant country. 
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NOTES 

And a fetus is taught the entire Torah - padi 
aap ming bs inn: This is interpreted as a meta- 
phor for free will in the development and birth of 
every child. While still in the womb, the develop- 
ing embryo receives raw abilities and intelligence 
hat will allow the person to engage in and under- 
stand God's Torah. But upon its exit from the womb 
he newborn is overwhelmed and enticed with 
he sensations of a physical world that draw one 
away from Torah, and as he grows he must choose 
he path of righteousness (Midrash Shlomo). 
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And a fetus is taught the entire Torah" while in the womb, as it is 
stated: “And He taught me and said to me: Let your heart hold 
fast My words; keep My commandments, and live” (Proverbs 
4:4). And it also states: “As I was in the days of my youth, when 
the converse of God was upon my tent” (Job 29:4). 


The Gemara asks: What is the purpose of the statement: And it also 
states: “When the converse of God was upon my tent”? Why is it 
necessary to cite this verse in addition to the previously quoted 
verse from Proverbs? The Gemara explains: And if you would say 
that the verse in Proverbs is insufficient, as it is a prophet who is 
saying that he was taught the entire Torah in his mother’s womb, 
but this does not apply to ordinary people, come and hear the verse 
in Job: “When the converse of God was upon my tent.” 


And once the fetus emerges into the airspace of the world, an 
angel comes and slaps it on its mouth, causing it to forget the 
entire Torah, as it is stated: “Sin crouches at the entrance” (Gen- 
esis 4:7), i.e., when a person enters the world he is immediately 
liable to sin due to his loss of Torah knowledge. 


And a fetus does not leave the womb until the angels administer 
an oath to it, as it is stated: “That to Me every knee shall bow, 
every tongue shall swear” (Isaiah 45:23). The verse is interpreted 
as follows: “That to Me every knee shall bow”; this is referring to 
the day of one’s death, as it is stated: “All those who go down to 
the dust shall kneel before Him” (Psalms 22:30). “Every tongue 
shall swear”; this is referring to the day of one’s birth, as it is 
stated in description of a righteous person: “He who has clean 
hands, and a pure heart, who has not taken My name in vain, and 
has not sworn deceitfully” (Psalms 24:4), i.e., he has kept the oath 
that he took before he was born. 


And what is the oath that the angels administer to the fetus? Be 
righteous and do not be wicked. And even if the entire world 
says to you: You are righteous, consider yourself wicked. And 
know that the Holy One, Blessed be He, is pure, and His minis- 
ters are pure, and the soul that He gave you is pure. If you pre- 
serve it in a state of purity, all is well, but if you do not keep it pure, 
I, the angel, shall take it from you. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught a parable: This matter is 
comparable to a priest who gave teruma, the portion of the pro- 
duce designated for the priest, to one who is unreliable with 
regard to ritual impurity [am ha‘aretz], and therefore it is sus- 
pected that he might not maintain the purity of the teruma. And 
the priest said to him: If you keep it in a state of ritual purity, all 
is well, but if you do not keep it pure, I shall burn it before you. 


Rabbi Elazar said: 


What is the verse from which it is derived that a fetus is adminis- 
tered an oath on the day of its birth? “Upon You I have relied from 
birth; You are He Who took me out [gozi] of my mother’s womb” 
(Psalms 71:6). From where may it be inferred that this word: 


“Gozi,’ is a term of administering an oath? As it is written: “Cut 


off [gozi] your hair and cast it away” (Jeremiah 7:29), which is 
interpreted as a reference to the vow of a nazirite, who must cut off 
his hair at the end of his term of naziriteship. 
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And Rabbi Elazar says: To what is a fetus in its mother’s womb 
comparable? It is comparable to a nut placed in a basin full of water, 
floating on top of the water. Ifa person puts his finger on top of the 
nut, it sinks either in this direction or in that direction. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: During the first three months 
of pregnancy, the fetus resides in the lower compartment of the 
womb; in the middle three months, the fetus resides in the middle 
compartment; and during the last three months of pregnancy the 
fetus resides in the upper compartment. And once its time to 
emerge arrives, it turns upside down and emerges; and this is 
what causes labor pains. 


With regard to the assertion that labor pains are caused by the fetus 
turning upside down, the Gemara notes: And this is the explanation 
for that which we learned in a baraita: The labor pains experienced 
by a woman who gives birth to a female are greater than those 
experienced by a woman who gives birth to a male. The Gemara 
will explain this below. 


And Rabbi Elazar says: What is the verse from which it is derived 
that a fetus initially resides in the lower part of the womb? “When I 
was made in secret, and I was woven together in the lowest parts 
of the earth” (Psalms 139:15). Since it is not stated: I resided in the 
lowest parts of the earth, but rather: “I was woven together in the 
lowest parts of the earth,” this teaches that during the initial stage of 
a fetus’s development, when it is woven together, its location is in 
the lower compartment of the womb. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about the labor pains experi- 
enced by a woman who gives birth to a female, that they are greater 
than those experienced by a woman who gives birth to a male? 
The Gemara answers: This one, a male fetus, emerges in the manner 
in which it engages in intercourse. Just as a male engages in inter- 
course facing downward, so too, it is born while facing down. And 
that one, a female fetus, emerges in the manner in which it engages 
in intercourse," i.e., facing upward. Consequently, that one, a female 
fetus, turns its face around before it is born, but this one, a male 
fetus, does not turn its face around before it is born. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: During the first three months 
of pregnancy, sexual intercourse is difficult and harmful for the 
woman and is also difficult for the offspring." During the middle 
three months, intercourse is difficult for the woman but is benefi- 
cial for the offspring. During the last three months, sexual inter- 
course is beneficial for the woman and beneficial for the offspring; 
as a result of it the offspring is found to be strong and fair skinned. 


NOTES 


That emerges in the manner in which it engages in intercourse — 
iwn JID KAM: Some later commentaries explain that although 

in previous generations a male infant would be born facedown and 

a female would be born faceup, this is no longer the case. Nowadays 

there is no difference between the position of male and female 

infants during childbirth. This is one of several differences between 

ancient times and the modern era with regard to childbirth (Sefer 
HaBerit). 


During the first three months sexual intercourse is difficult for 
the woman and is also difficult for the offspring - mwm Bi 
th nyp on nwy nop wnawn piven: Rashi explains “that it is 
difficult for the offspring because it is in “the lower compartment 
of the womb. Others state that although intercourse renders the 
offspring uncomfortable, it does not harm it (Responsa of the Rivash). 
Some add that the Sages could have prohibited intercourse during 
this period due to the effect on the offspring, but they did not do so, 
as most people would be unable to adhere to a three-month ban on 
intercourse, which might cause the couple to have sinful thoughts 
(Sefer Hasidim). 
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__ LANGUAGE — 
Countenance [kelaster] — anvbp: Possibly from the 
Latin caelatura, meaning a graven image. Others 
claim that it derives from the Greek eixav, eikon, 
meaning likeness or image, and aotHp, aster, mean- 
ing star, flame, or light, yielding the meaning: The 
image or radiance of the countenance. 


— BACKGROUND | 

Flask that is tied — myy man: This refers to a leather 
sack that was used for liquids, e.g, drinking water. 
The opening of the flask would be tied closed, and 
it would be opened only in order to fill the flask or 
to pour water out. Flasks were sometimes used to 
store solid items as well, but this was not considered 
a recommended way to keep an item safe, as a flask 
could easily be untied by anyone. 


Relief of servant carrying wineskin, Persepolis, 480 BCE 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to one who engages in 
intercourse with his wife on the ninetieth day of her pregnancy, 
it is as though he spills her blood. The Gemara asks: How does 
one know that it is the ninetieth day of her pregnancy? Rather, 
Abaye says: One should go ahead and engage in intercourse 
with his wife even if it might be the ninetieth day, and rely on 
God to prevent any ensuing harm, as the verse states: “The Lord 
preserves the simple” (Psalms 116:6). 


Q The Sages taught: There are three partners in the creation of 
a person: The Holy One, Blessed be He, and his father, and his 
mother. His father emits the white seed," from which the fol- 
lowing body parts are formed: The bones, the sinews, the nails, 
the brain that is in its head, and the white of the eye. His mother 
emits red seed, from which are formed the skin, the flesh, the 
hair, and the black of the eye. And the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
inserts into him a spirit, a soul, his countenance [ukelaster],' 
eyesight, hearing of the ear, the capability of speech of the 
mouth, the capability of walking with the legs, understanding, 
and wisdom. 


And when a person’s time to depart from the world arrives, 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, retrieves His part, and He leaves 
the part of the person’s father and mother before them. Rav 
Pappa said: This is in accordance with the adage that people say: 
Remove the salt from a piece of meat, and you may then toss the 
meat to a dog, as it has become worthless. 


§ Rav Hinnana bar Pappa taught: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “Who does great deeds beyond comprehen- 
sion, wondrous deeds without number” (Job 9:10)? Come and 
see that the attribute of flesh and blood is unlike the attribute 
of the Holy One, Blessed be He. The attribute of flesh and blood 
is that if one puts an article in flask, even if the flask is tied” and 
its opening faces upward, it is uncertain whether the item is 
preserved from getting lost, and it is uncertain whether it is not 
preserved from being lost. But the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
forms the fetus in a woman’s open womb, and its opening faces 
downward, and yet the fetus is preserved. 


Another matter that demonstrates the difference between the 

attributes of God and the attributes of people is that when a per- 
son places his articles ona scale to be measured, the heavier the 

item is, the more it descends. But when the Holy One, Blessed 

be He, forms a fetus, the heavier the offspring gets, the more it 
ascends upward in the womb. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili taught: What is the meaning of that which 
is written: “I will give thanks to You, for I am fearfully and 
wonderfully made; wonderful are Your works, and that my soul 
knows very well” (Psalms 139:14)? Come and see that the attri- 
bute of flesh and blood is unlike the attribute of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He. The attribute of flesh and blood is that when a 
person plants seeds of different species in one garden bed, each 
and every one of the seeds emerges as a grown plant according 
to its species. But the Holy One, Blessed be He, forms the fetus 
in a woman’s womb, and all of the seeds, i.e., those of both the 
father and the mother, emerge when the offspring is formed as 
one sex. 


His father emits the white seed, etc. - 3) aba yw VIY: 

In Mishhat Aharon it is pointed out that five elements are attrib- 
uted to the father, namely, the bones, the sinews, the nails, the 
brain, and the white of the eye; four are attributed to the mother, 
namely, the skin, the flesh, the hair, and the black of the eye; and 
nine elements are attributed to God, an amount that is equal to 


_ NOTES © 


that of both parents put together, namely, the spirit, the soul, the 
countenance, eyesight, hearing, speech, walking, understanding, 
and wisdom. A total of eighteen elements are counted, which is the 
numerical value of the Hebrew word hai, alive. Therefore, when God 
removes the elements that He contributed, the person is no longer 
alive. 
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Alternatively, when a dyer puts herbs in a cauldron [leyora],! 
they all emerge as one color of dye, whereas the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, forms the fetus in a woman’s womb, and each 
and every one of the seeds emerges as its own type. In other 
words, the seed of the father form distinct elements, such as 
the white of the eye, and the seed of the mother forms other 
elements, such as the black of the eye, as explained above. 


Rav Yosef taught: What is the meaning of that which is written: 


“And on that day you shall say: I will give thanks to You, Lord, 


for You were angry with me; Your anger is turned away, and 
You comfort me” (Isaiah 12:1)? With regard to what matter is 
the verse speaking? 


It is referring, for example, to two people who left their homes 
to go on a business trip. A thorn penetrated the body of one of 
them, and he was consequently unable to go with his colleague. 
He started blaspheming and cursing in frustration. After a 
period of time, he heard that the ship of the other person had 
sunk in the sea, and realized that the thorn had saved him from 
death. He then started thanking God and praising Him for 
his delivery due to the slight pain caused to him by the thorn. 
This is the meaning of the statement: I will give thanks to You, 
Lord, for You were angry with me. Therefore, it is stated at 
the end of the verse: “Your anger is turned away, and You 
comfort me.” 


And this statement is identical to that which Rabbi Elazar said: 
What is the meaning of that which is written: “Blessed be the 
Lord God, the God of Israel, Who does wondrous things 
alone; and blessed be His glorious name forever” (Psalms 
72:18-19)? What does it mean that God “does wondrous things 
alone”? It means that even the one for whom the miracle was 
performed does not recognize the miracle that was performed 
for him. 


Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa taught: What is the meaning of that 

which is written: “You measure [zerita] my going about [orhi] 

and my lying down [riv’i], and are acquainted with all my 
ways” (Psalms 139:3)? This verse teaches that a person is not 

created from the entire drop of semen, but from its clear part. 
Zerita can mean to winnow, while orhi and riv’i can both be 

explained as references to sexual intercourse. Therefore the verse 

is interpreted homiletically as saying that God separates the 

procreative part of the semen from the rest. The school of Rabbi 

Yishmael taught a parable: This matter is comparable to a per- 
son who winnows grain in the granary; he takes the food and 

leaves the waste. 


This is in accordance with a statement of Rabbi Abbahu, as 
Rabbi Abbahu raises a contradiction: It is written in one of 
King David’s psalms: “For You have girded me [vatazreni] with 
strength for battle” (11 Samuel 22:40), without the letter alefin 
vatazreni; and it is written in another psalm: “Who girds me 
[hame‘azreni] with strength” (Psalms 18:33), with an alef in 
hame‘azreini. What is the difference between these two expres- 
sions? David said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master 
of the Universe, You selected me [zeiritani], i.e., You separated 
between the procreative part and the rest of the semen in order 
to create me, and You have girded me [zeraztani] with 
strength. 


Rabbi Abbahu taught: What is the meaning of that which is 
written in Balaam’s blessing: “Who has counted the dust of 
Jacob, or numbered the stock [rova] of Israel” (Numbers 
23:10)? The verse teaches that the Holy One, Blessed be He, sits 
and counts the times that the Jewish people engage in inter- 
course [revi’iyyoteihem |], anticipating the time when the drop 
from which the righteous person will be created will arrive. 


Cauldron [yora] - 


LANGUAGE 
m1: Some explain that this term derives 


from the word ur, fire, as a cauldron is placed on a fire for 


cooking. 
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NOTES 

With his daughter Dinah - ina 7y» nyy: The Sages 
(Berakhot 60a; Midrash Tanhuma) state ‘that Dinah 
was, in fact, conceived as a male, but miraculously 
urned into a female after Leah prayed that she would 
not give birth to another one of the twelve predes- 
ined sons of Jacob, leaving Rachel with only one son, 
ess than the maidservants Bilhah and Zilpah. The 
Gemara in tractate Berakhot infers from this statement 
hat Leah must have emitted seed first, contrary to 
he statement of the Gemara here, but concludes 
hat they apparently emitted seed simultaneously. 


Perek III 
Daf 31 Amud b 


NOTES 


Engage in intercourse and repeat - mw Sip: 
Rashi explains that after the wife is aroused by the 
first act, during the second act she emits seed before 
the husband, which causes her to become pregnant 
with a male. 


A woman becomes pregnant only close to the 
onset of her menstrual cycle — Mayna AWN px 
any yD Kb: In tractate Sota (27a) Rashi explains 
that this is referring to the day before the onset of the 
woman's menstruation. The early commentaries write 
that despite the Gemara's apparently unequivocal 
statement, in fact all opinions agree that a woman is 
capable of becoming pregnant at different stages of 
her menstrual cycle. 
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And it was due to this matter that the eye of wicked Balaam went 
blind. He said: Should God, who is pure and holy, and whose 
ministers are pure and holy, peek at this matter? Immediately 
his eye was blinded as a divine punishment, as it is written: “The 
saying of the man whose eye is shut” (Numbers 24:3). 


And this statement is the same as that which Rabbi Yohanan 
said: What is the meaning of that which is written, with regard 
to Leah’s conceiving Issachar: “And he lay with her that night” 
(Genesis 30:16)? The verse teaches that the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, contributed to that act. The manner in which God con- 
tributed to this act is derived from another verse, as it is stated: 


“Issachar is a large-boned [garem] donkey” (Genesis 49:14). 


This teaches that God directed Jacob’s donkey toward Leah’s tent 
so that he would engage in intercourse with her, thereby causing 
[garam] Leah’s conceiving Issachar. 


§ Rabbi Yitzhak says that Rabbi Ami says: The sex of a fetus is 
determined at the moment of conception. If the woman emits 
seed first, she gives birth to a male, and if the man emits seed 
first, she gives birth to a female, as it is stated: “Ifa woman bears 
seed and gives birth to a male” (Leviticus 12:2). 


The Sages taught: At first, people would say that if the woman 
emits seed first she gives birth to a male, and if the man emits 
seed first, she gives birth to a female. But the Sages did not 
explain from which verse this matter is derived, until Rabbi 
Tzadok came and explained that it is derived from the following 
verse: “These are the sons of Leah, whom she bore to Jacob in 
Paddan Aram, with his daughter Dinah”" (Genesis 46:15). From 
the fact that the verse attributes the males to the females, as the 
males are called: The sons of Leah, and it attributes the females 
to the males, in that Dinah is called: His daughter, it is derived 
that if the woman emits seed first she gives birth to a male, whereas 
if the man emits seed first, she bears a female. 


This statement is also derived from the following verse: “And 
the sons of Ulam were mighty men of valor, archers, and had 
many sons and sons’ sons” (1 Chronicles 8:40). Is itin a person’s 
power to have many sons and sons’ sons? Rather, because 


they delay while in their wives’ abdomen, initially refraining from 
emitting semen so that their wives will emit seed first, in order 
that their children will be male, the verse ascribes them credit 
as though they have many sons and sons’ sons. And this state- 
ment is the same as that which Rav Ketina said: I could have 
made all of my children males, by refraining from emitting 
seed until my wife emitted seed first. Rava says another method 
through which one can cause his children to be males: One who 
wishes to make all of his children males should engage in 
intercourse with his wife and repeat’ the act. 


§ And Rabbi Yitzhak says that Rabbi Ami says: A woman 
becomes pregnant only by engaging in intercourse close to the 
onset of her menstrual cycle," as it is stated: “Behold, I was 
brought forth in iniquity” (Psalms 51:7). This iniquity is referring 
to intercourse close to the woman's menstrual cycle, when inter- 
course is prohibited. Accordingly, David is saying that his mother 
presumably conceived him at this time. 
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And Rabbi Yohanan says: A woman becomes pregnant only by 
engaging in intercourse near the time of her immersion" in a ritual 
bath, through which she is purified from her status as a menstruat- 
ing woman, as it is stated in the continuation of the same verse: 

“And in sin [uvhet] did my mother conceive me” (Psalms 51:7). 


The Gemara explains this derivation: From where may it be 
inferred that this term “het” is a reference to purity? The Gemara 
answers: As it is written with regard to leprosy of houses: “Vehittei 
the house” (Leviticus 14:52), and we translate the verse into Ara- 
maic as: And he shall purify the house. And if you wish, say that 
the interpretation is derived from here: “Purge me [tehatte’eni|] 
with hyssop, and I shall be pure” (Psalms 51:9). Evidently, the root 
het, tet, alef refers to purification. 


§ And Rabbi Yitzhak says that Rabbi Ami says: When a male 
comes into the world, i.e., when a male baby is born, peace comes 
to the world, as it is stated: “Send the lambs [khar] for the ruler 
of the land” (Isaiah 16:1). This khar, or kar, a gift one sends the 
ruler, contributes to the stability of the government and peace, and 
the word male [zakhar] can be interpreted homiletically as an 
abbreviation of: This is a kar [zeh kar]. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak from the school of Rabbi Ami says: When a 
male comes into the world, his loaf of bread, i.e., his sustenance, 
comes into his possession. In other words, a male can provide for 
himself. This is based on the aforementioned interpretation of the 
word male [zakhar] as an abbreviation of: This is a kar [zeh kar], 
and the term kar refers to sustenance, as it is written: “And he 
prepared great provision [kera] for them” (11 Kings 6:23). 


By contrast, when a female comes into the world, nothing, i.e., 
no sustenance, comes with her. This is derived from the homiletic 
interpretation of the word female [nekeva] as an abbreviation of 
the phrase: She comes clean [nekiya ba'a], i.e., empty. Further- 
more, until she says: Give me sustenance, people do not give her, 
as it is written in Laban’s request of Jacob: “Appoint me [nokva] 
your wages, and I will give it” (Genesis 30:28). Laban used the 
word nokva, similar to nekeva, when he said that he would pay Jacob 
only if he explicitly demanded his wages. 


The students of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai asked him: For what 
reason does the Torah say that a woman after childbirth brings 
an offering? He said to them: At the time that a woman crouches 
to give birth, her pain is so great that she impulsively takes 
an oath’ that she will not engage in intercourse with her hus- 
band ever again, so that she will never again experience this pain. 
Therefore, the Torah says that she must bring an offering for 
violating her oath and continuing to engage in intercourse with 
her husband. 


NOTES 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: Near her immersion — 12% pyi "211 


mya Ja: Some later commentaries write that because nowa- 


days women wait longer after menstruation before immersing, it 
is no longer true that a woman becomes pregnant by engaging 
in intercourse soon after her immersion (Responsa Malbushei 
Yom Tov). Others have claimed that the later a woman engages 
in intercourse after her immersion the more likely that she will 
become pregnant, citing physicians of the time (Responsa Dovev 
Meisharim). 


She impulsively takes an oath - nyawa nyDip: The later com- 
mentaries explain that this means a mental, rather than a spoken 
oath, which she undertakes while experiencing labor pains (Fin 
Ya'akov; Arukh LaNer). Some commentaries further add that the 
reason her husband cannot exercise his right to nullify her oaths 
is that she did not take this oath contingent upon his consent 
(Anaf Yosef). 
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Rav Yosef objects to this answer: But isn’t the woman an inten- 
tional violator of her oath? And if she wishes that her oath be dis- 
solved, so that she may engage in intercourse with her husband, the 

matter depends on her regret of her oath. One is obligated to bring 
an offering for violating an oath of an utterance only if his transgres- 
sion is unwitting. And furthermore, if the purpose of the offering 
that a woman brings after childbirth is to atone for violating an oath, 
then she should be required to bring a female lamb or goat as an 
offering, which is the requirement of one who violated an oath, 
rather than the bird offering brought by a woman after childbirth. 


And the students of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai further inquired of 
him: For what reason does the Torah say that a woman who gives 
birth to a male is ritually impure for seven days, but a woman 
who gives birth to a female is impure for fourteen days? Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai answered them: When a woman gives birth to 
a male, over which everyone is happy, she regrets her oath, that 
she will never again engage in intercourse with her husband, already 
seven days after giving birth. By contrast, after giving birth to a 
female, over which everyone is unhappy,” she regrets her oath 
only fourteen days after giving birth. 


And the students further asked him: For what reason does the 
Torah say that circumcision is performed only on the eighth 
day of the baby’s life, and not beforehand? He answered them: 
It is so that there will not be a situation where everyone is happy 
at the circumcision ceremony but the father and mother of the 
infant are unhappy," as they are still prohibited from engaging in 
intercourse. 


Itis taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: For what reason 

does the Torah say that a menstruating woman is prohibited 

from engaging in intercourse with her husband for seven days? It 
is because if a woman were permitted to engage in intercourse with 

her husband all the time, her husband would be too accustomed 

to her, and would eventually be repulsed by her. Therefore, the 

Torah says that a menstruating woman shall be ritually impure for 
seven days, during which she is prohibited from engaging in inter- 
course with her husband, so that when she becomes pure again she 

will be dear to her husband as at the time when she entered the 

wedding canopy with him. 


§ The students of Rabbi Dostai, son of Rabbi Yannai, asked him: 
For what reason is it the norm that a man pursues a woman for 
marriage, but a woman does not pursue a man? Rabbi Dostai 
answered them by citing a parable of a person who lost an item. 
Who searches for what? Certainly the owner of the lost item 
searches for his item; the item does not search for its owner. Since 
the first woman was created from the body of the first man, the man 
seeks that which he has lost. 


And the students of Rabbi Dostai further asked him: For what 
reason does a man engage in intercourse facing down, and a 
woman engage in intercourse facing up toward the man? Rabbi 
Dostai answered them: This man faces the place from which he 
was created, i.e., the earth, and that woman faces the place from 
which she was created, namely man. 


A male over which everyone is happy.. 


when giving birth to a female (Mei Nidda). 


.a female over which 
everyone is unhappy - 72 ayy Yan nap) ia ony Yanw ror: 
Some commentaries explain that the reason people are happy 
when a male is born is that he will never have to suffer the pains 
of labor (Maharsha). Others explain that the difference is due to 
the fact that the labor pains that a woman experiences while 
giving birth to a male are less severe than those she experiences 


NOTES 


But the father and mother are unhappy — 'A¥¥ jax) vax: The 
later commentaries note that according to the halakha nowadays, 
the prohibition against the parents engaging in intercourse lasts 
much longer than seven days. Other reasons why circumcision is 
performed on the eighth day are not mentioned in the Gemara, 
and those reasons are relevant nowadays as well (Marit HaAyin). 
Furthermore, the interpretations mentioned in the Gemara here 
for various halakhot of the Torah are mere homiletics and have 
no halakhic ramifications (Anaf Yosef). 
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And the students also inquired: For what reason is a man who is 
angry likely to accept appeasement, but a woman is not as likely 
to accept appeasement? Rabbi Dostai answered them: It is because 
this man behaves like the place from which he was created, i.e., the 
earth, which yields to pressure, and that woman behaves like the 
place from which she was created, i.e., from bone, which cannot 
be molded easily. 


The students continued to ask Rabbi Dostai: For what reason is a 
woman's voice pleasant, but a man’s voice is not pleasant? He 
answered: This man is similar to the place from which he was 
created, the earth, which does not issue a sound when it is struck, 
and that woman is similar to the place from which she was created, 
a bone, which makes a sound when it is struck. The proof that a 
woman's voice is pleasant is that it is stated in Song of Songs that 
the man says to his beloved: “For sweet is your voice, and your 
countenance is beautiful” (Song of Songs 2:14). 
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A woman who miscarried assumes the ritual impurity status of a woman after child- 
birth. Nevertheless, the Sages determined that if she discharged an embryo that is 
less than forty days old, or if the fetus does not have the shape of a human being, she 
is not impure. If the fetus has a human face, the woman is impure. 


In certain cases, the discharged item is not considered a full-fledged human offspring, 
e.g., if she discharged an amorphous piece of tissue, or a piece that looks like a shell 
or a hair. In these cases as well, the halakha is that the woman does not have the 
impurity status of a woman after childbirth. 


With regard to those instances where the woman is not impure, the Sages disagree 
as to whether she assumes the impurity status of a menstruating woman if she 
examined herself and did not discover bleeding during the miscarriage. Some hold 
that in such a case the woman is pure, whereas others maintain that miscarriage is 
always accompanied by bleeding, and consequently she is impure. Everyone agrees 
that if the woman did not examine herself she is impure, although if the opening of 
the womb was minor, e.g., in a case where she discharged small pieces of flesh, she 
is pure. 


If a woman discharged a gestational sac in which tissue developed, she must observe 
the impurity of a woman after childbirth. Since the sex of the offspring is unknown, 
she must observe the strictures of a woman who gave birth to both a male and a 
female. This is also the halakha if she discharged a deformed fetus that looks like a 
sandal fish, or if the sex of a full-fledged offspring is uncertain, e.g., a hermaphrodite 
or a tumtum, i.e., a fetus whose sexual organs are indeterminate. If a woman dis- 
charges an afterbirth, it is presumed that she was pregnant and that the fetus dissolved 
in the womb. Consequently, she observes the strictures of a woman who gave birth 
to both a male and a female, as the sex of the dissolved fetus is unknown. 


In a case where the offspring’s sex is unknown, the woman observes the strictures 
of one who gave birth to both a male and a female. In a case where it is uncertain 
whether a woman was pregnant with a full-fledged offspring at all, she also observes 
the strictures of a menstruating woman. The reason is that if she did not discharge 
a full-fledged offspring, the bleeding from her uterus renders her a menstruating 
woman. 


The Sages determined the stage of birth at which the infant is considered born and 
the woman becomes impure: If an infant is born headfirst, the woman is impure 
when most of the infant’s forehead emerges. If it is born feetfirst, or if it is a non- 
viable newborn and emerges limb by limb, it is considered born when most of its 
body emerges. 
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Ifa woman inserted a tube into her vagina and discovered blood in the tube, she does 
not become ritually impure, even by rabbinic law. There is a disagreement among 
the early commentaries as to whether contact is required for her to contract ritual 


impurity or if she is not ritually impure because this is not the normal way that a 
woman discovers bleeding. 
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And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her 
flesh is blood, she shall be in her menstruation seven 
days, and whoever touches her shall be impure until 
the evening. 

(Leviticus 15:19) 


And if a woman has an issue of her blood many days, 
not in the time of her menstruation, or if she has an 
issue beyond the time of her menstruation, all the days 
of the issue [zov] of her impurity she shall be as in the 
days of her menstruation: She is impure. 


(Leviticus 15:25) 


The verse states that a woman who experiences menstrual bleeding is rendered a 
menstruating woman and is impure for seven days. But the Torah does not describe 
the conditions of such bleeding: Is the verse referring to a woman who experiences 
a continuous discharge of blood, or even to a woman who experiences a single 
discharge? 


Additionally, the phrase “And her issue in her flesh is blood” requires clarification. Is 
this referring to any issue of blood that emanates from her flesh, or to a specific type 
of emission that is known as “her issue in her flesh”? 


The Torah also treats the case of a woman who “has an issue of her blood many days, 
not in the time of her menstruation,” and states that such a woman is rendered a zava. 
But the Torah does not explain what is considered the time of her menstruation, and 
what is not considered the time of her menstruation, or how they are determined. 
Several other issues likewise require clarification: What are the circumstances in 
which a woman is rendered a zava? What is considered “many days,” and what is the 
halakha with regard to a woman who had an issue for only one day “not in the time 
of her menstruation”? 


Once the two time periods, of menstruation and ziva, are clearly defined, one must 
clarify how a woman should act during the days of her ziva, when she is ritually pure 
provided she does not emit blood. Is she required to examine herself, just as she must 
do during her days of menstruation? 


Additionally, when the verse states: “And if a woman has an issue of her blood,’ is this 
referring only to blood that comes of its own accord, or even to blood that is emitted 
because of some additional factor, e.g., blood emitted due to labor pains? 


Furthermore, when the verse speaks of “a woman,’ is it referring specifically to an 
adult woman, which would mean that a minor girl is not included in these halakhot, 
or is it referring to all females who have a menstrual cycle, including minors? It is also 
necessary to determine the status of women who do not observe halakhot of family 
purity in the proper manner, such as Sadducee and Samaritan women. 


These are the main subjects discussed in this chapter. 
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MI S H N A Samaritan‘ girls" are considered menstruat- 


ing women from the time they lie in their 
cradle. And the Samaritan men impart ritual impurity to the 
lower bedding like the upper bedding, i.e., all layers of bedding 
beneath them are impure, and their status is like the bedding above 
aman who experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav]: The status 
of both levels of bedding is that of first-degree ritual impurity, which 
can impart impurity to food and drink. This is due to the fact that 
Samaritan men are considered men who engage in intercourse 
with menstruating women. 


And they are considered men who engage in intercourse with men- 
struating women because Samaritan women observe the seven-day 
menstrual period of ritual impurity for each and every emission of 
blood, even for blood that does not render them impure. Accord- 
ingly, ifa Samaritan woman has an emission of impure blood during 
the seven-day period, she will nevertheless continue counting seven 
days from the first emission. It is therefore possible that the Samari- 
tan men will engage in intercourse with their wives while they are 
still halakhically considered menstruating women, as the seven-day 
period of impurity should have been counted from the emission of 
the impure blood. 


But one who enters the Temple while wearing those garments upon 
which a Samaritan had lain is not liable to bring an offering for 
entering the Temple™ in a status of impurity, nor does one burn 
teruma that came into contact with those garments, because their 
impurity is uncertain. 


G E M A RA The mishna teaches that Samaritan girls are 


considered menstruating women from the 
time they lie in their cradle. The Gemara asks: What are the cir- 
cumstances of this statement? If the mishna is referring to girls who 
already see menstrual blood, then even our own, i.e., Jewish girls, 
are also considered menstruating women under such circumstances. 
And if it is referring to girls who do not yet see menstrual blood, 
then their girls, i.e., those of the Samaritans, should also not have 
the status of menstruating women. 


_ BACKGROUND 


Samaritans [Kutim] - ami: The term Kutim, Samaritans, actually 
is referring to members of a community that included several 
nations and which was only partly populated by Kutim, Cutheans 
(ii Kings 17:24). In the period of the First Temple, Cutheans were 
brought to Eretz Yisrael by the Assyrians to replace the Jews who 
had recently been exiled to Babylonia. They settled in Samaria, 
and for this reason they are also called Samaritans. The Bible 
(ii Kings, chapter 17) relates how these nations partially accepted 
the Jewish faith out of fear of wild lions which were prevalent in 
Samaria. This led to the expression: Converts of lions. Although 
their conversion was suspect, it did inspire the Samaritans to 
abandon idol worship by and large. 

In the beginning of the Second Temple period, hostility 
escalated between Jews and Samaritans and their allies. The 
Samaritans resorted to informing, incitement, and even military 
action to prevent the construction of the walls of Jerusalem and 


the Temple. Nevertheless, in later times some Jewish families in 
Judea, including the priestly class, intermarried and assimilated 
with the Samaritans. This clearly aggravated the already deep 
animosity between the two peoples, to the extent that Yohanan 
Hyrcanus, leader of Judea and the High Priest, even traveled to 
Samaria and destroyed their temple on Mount Gerizim. But there 
were also occasions in which Jews and Samaritans allied them- 
selves together somewhat, e.g., during the bar Kokheva revolt. 

There are various opinions among the Sages not just with 
regard to marriages between Jews and Samaritans but concern- 
ing their overall status in halakha. After much deliberation, the 
Sages decided that due to the prevalence of idolatry in their 
community, fostered by Greek and Roman influence, Samari- 
tans should be considered gentiles in all regards. In the past few 
hundred years there has been a reawakening of similar dilemmas 
and conflicts of opinion. 


Samaritans at Mount Gerizim 


Samaritan girls - oma niaa: According to some com- 
mentaries, this mishna is only in accordance with the 
opinion that Samaritans are true converts. Moreover, it 
is stated that when the Samaritans observed the Torah 
they were more particular about the mitzvot they upheld 
than were the Jews (see Kiddushin 79a). Nevertheless, in 
certain aspects the Sages treated Samaritans differently 
from regular Jews, as they did not accept the traditions 
of the Oral Law (Meiri). According to the opinion that 
Samaritans converted under duress and their conversion 
was therefore ineffective, and certainly after the Sages 
found that they worshipped the image of a dove (see 
Hullin 6a), they are considered like full-fledged gentiles 
in all regards and in all areas of Torah law, including in 
the halakhot of ritual purity and impurity (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna; Tosafot). 


But one who enters the Temple while wearing those 
is not liable to bring an offering for entering the 
Temple - wpa nya by pyy pam pre: Some com- 
mentaries maintain that the term: Those, is not referring 
to the garments, which is how Rashi understands the 
term. Rather, it is referring to the Samaritans them- 
selves. In other words, the mishna is teaching that one 
who touches a Samaritan and enters the Temple is not 
thereby rendered liable to bring an offering (Rashash; 
Arukh LaNer). 


= HALAKHA | 
But one...is not liable to bring an offering for entering 
the Temple - wpa nwa by..poen px: By Torah law 
gentiles are not susceptible to the ritual impurity of a zav, 
a menstruating woman, or a woman after childbirth, but 
the Sages decreed that all gentiles impart impurity like 
a zav; this halakha applies to males from the age of nine 
years and one day and to females from the age of three 
years and one day. 

This decree was not applied to the semen of a male 
gentile, which remains ritually pure, as is the halakha 
by Torah law. The reason for this exception was to make 
known that the ritual impurity of semen applies by rab- 
binic law, as everyone is aware that the semen of an 
actual zav is a primary source of ritual impurity. Since 
people will realize that the impurity of gentiles applies by 
rabbinic law only, they will refrain from burning teruma 
and consecrated food on account of this impurity. 

Consequently, the gonorrhea-like discharge of gen- 
iles, the blood of a menstruating woman, the blood of 
a ziva, the blood of childbirth, and a gentile man and 
woman themselves, including their saliva, urine, and the 
bedding on which they lie and the saddles upon which 
hey ride, all have the status of a primary source of ritual 
impurity by rabbinic law only. Therefore, one who comes 
into contact with one of these and subsequently enters 
he Temple is not liable to bring an offering, nor does one 
burn teruma that touches one of them. They all impart 
impurity to people and vessels, and they impart ritual 
impurity by carrying, as does a zav, in all respects, except 
hat the impurity applies by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:10). 
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Perek IV 
Daf 32 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Levirate marriage and halitza - avhm nya»: The hala- 
khot of levirate marriage and halitza appear in the Torah 
(see Deuteronomy 25:5-10) and are articulated at length 
in tractate Yevamot, which is devoted primarily to this 
opic. The basic concept is that if a man dies with no 
iving descendants, his wife is obligated by a levirate 
bond to her husband's brother. The brother must either 
ake her as a wife through levirate marriage or sever 
he bond by means of the ceremony of halitza. As long 
as the levirate bond is intact, it is prohibited for her to 
marry a different man. Any continued involvement on 
her part with another man prior to halitza is considered 
an ongoing transgression. 


Sexually underdeveloped man [saris] — DB: The Sages 
use the term saris, which generally means a eunuch, to 
refer not only to one who has had a significant portion 
of his genitals removed but to any male with a major 
physical or genetic defect on account of which he is 
unable to father children. Consequently, even when no 
blemish is discernable, it is possible that any minor boy 
might eventually have such a defect. 


Sexually underdeveloped woman [ailonit] - myth: 
An ailonit is a woman who is sexually underdeveloped 
to the extent that she is incapable of bearing children. 
This is a general term for women who have basic flaws 
in their reproductive systems. Sometimes the secondary 
reproductive signs of these women are not present at 
all or are barely developed. A comprehensive inquiry 
into the definition of an ailonit, from both a biologi- 
cal and a halakhic perspective, can be found in tractate 
Yevamot 80b. 
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Rava, son of Rav Aha bar Rav Huna, says that Rav Sheshet says: 
Here we are dealing with an unspecified case, i.e., it is unknown 
whether these girls have experienced their first menstrual period. 
Since there is a minority of girls who see menstrual blood, we are 
concerned with regard to each Samaritan girl that she might be 
from this minority. The Gemara asks: And who is the tanna who 
taught that one must be concerned for the minority? 


The Gemara responds: It is Rabbi Meir, as it is taught in a baraita: 
A minor boy" and a minor girl" may not perform the ritual 
through which a yavam frees a yevama of her levirate bonds 
[halitza], nor may they enter into levirate marriage.® In other 
words, a minor boy whose brother died childless may not perform 
halitza with his brother’s widow, nor may he enter into levirate 
marriage with her, even if she is an adult. Likewise, a minor girl 
whose husband died childless may not perform halitza with her 
husband's brother, nor may she enter into levirate marriage with him, 
even if he is an adult. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: You have aptly stated that they 
may not perform halitza, since “man” is written in the passage of 
the Torah discussing halitza (Deuteronomy 25:7), and we compare 
a woman to a man, as the aforementioned verse states: “And if the 
man does not want to take his brother's wife.” Consequently, neither 
a minor boy nor a minor girl may perform halitza. But what is the 
reason that they may not enter into levirate marriage? 


Rabbi Meir said to them: A minor boy may not enter into levirate 

marriage lest, once he is older, he be found to be a sexually under- 
developed man,’ who is incapable of fathering children. Likewise, 
a minor girl may not enter into levirate marriage lest, once she is 

older, she be found to be a sexually underdeveloped woman.’ 

And if a sexually underdeveloped boy or girl enters into levirate 

marriage they will be found to be infringing upon prohibitions 

against forbidden sexual intercourse where no mitzva applies, as 

the entire purpose of levirate marriage is to bear children in the 

name of the deceased. 


The Gemara notes: And the Rabbis maintain that one follows the 
majority of minor boys, and most minor boys are not going to be 
sexually underdeveloped men; likewise, one follows the majority 
of minor girls, and most minor girls are not going to be sexually 
underdeveloped women. In any event, the baraita indicates that 
Rabbi Meir is concerned for the minority. 


The Gemara objects: You can say that you heard that Rabbi Meir 
is concerned for a common minority, e.g., the minority of sexually 
underdeveloped men and sexually underdeveloped women. But did 
you hear him say that one is concerned for an uncommon minority, 
such as the minority of young girls who menstruate? 


A minor boy with regard to halitza - ayn p13 pop: A minor 
boy is not halakhically capable of a halitza. He can 
do so only when he reaches the age of thirteen years and one 
day and has been examined and found to have two pubic hairs 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 1:16; Shulhan 


Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:3). 


HALAKHA 


A minor girl with regard to halitza - ayn p12 maw: A minor 
girl is not halakhically capable of iets halitza until she 
reaches the age of twelve years and one day, and has been exam- 
ined and found to have two pubic hairs (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 1:17; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:4). 
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The Gemara explains: This minority of young girls who menstruate 
is also a common minority. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yosei said: There was an incident in the town of Ein Bul’ where 
they immersed a baby girl in a ritual bath before her mother." In 
other words, the baby girl experienced bleeding so soon after birth 
that her immersion in a ritual bath occurred before her mother 
immersed fourteen days after giving birth. And Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi likewise said: There was an incident in Beit She’arim® 
where they immersed a baby girl before her mother. And Rav 
Yosef said: There was an incident in Pumbedita® where they 
immersed a baby girl" before her mother. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, the immersions reported by Rabbi 
Yosei and by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi are understandable, due to the 
teruma® of Eretz Yisrael, i.e., these incidents occurred in Eretz 


Yisrael, where the touch of a menstruating girl disqualifies teruma. 
But in the incident reported by Rav Yosef, which occurred in Baby- 


lonia, why do I need to immerse the baby girl? But doesn’t Shmuel 
say: The teruma of outside of Eretz Yisrael" is prohibited only to 
one whose impurity is due to an emission from his body, e.g., a 
menstruating woman, or one who experiences a gonorrhea-like 
discharge [zav]. And this statement applies only with regard to 
eating teruma, but with regard to touching teruma, there is no 
prohibition. Since the touch of a menstruating woman does not 
disqualify teruma outside Eretz Yisrael, why was it necessary to 
immerse the baby girl in the incident reported by Rav Yosef? 


Ein Bul -533 py: The town of Ein Bul, also called Inbul, is identified 


with the village Ein Avel, in southern Lebanon. 


Beit She'arim - www ma: Beit She'arim was a small village in the 
Jezreel Valley, in a place now known as Sheikh Abreik. It was the 
seat of the Sanhedrin in the days of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Although 


BACKGROUND 
acumen. The most famous heads of the Pumbedita Yeshiva 


were its founder Rav Yehuda, as well as Rabba, Rav Yosef, Abaye, 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, Rav Zevid, and Rafram bar Pappa. The 


often overshadowing the yeshiva in Sura. The last heads of the 
Pumbedita Yeshiva were the renowned geonim Rav Sherira Gaon 


Pumbedita Yeshiva was prominent in the geonic period as well, 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi moved to Tzippori toward the end of his life 
or health reasons, he was nevertheless buried in Beit She’arim. 
This is likely the reason the burial grounds at Beit She’arim gained 
importance, as for hundreds of years distinguished families in 
Eretz Yisrael and the Diaspora would bring their dead to be buried 
here. In recent times this large cemetery has been unearthed, with 
many of the ossuaries and epitaphs on the tombstones remaining 
intact. 


Location of Beit She’arim 


Pumbedita - x72199: A city on the Euphrates River, northwest of 
Neharde’a, Pumbedita was an important center of the Babylonian 
Jewish community for many generations. As early as the Second 
Temple period Pumbedita was called simply: The Diaspora, as it was 
considered the center of Babylonian Jewry. After the destruction of 
Neharde’a, some scholars from its yeshiva relocated to Pumbedita, 
and from then on Torah study continued there without interruption 
until the end of the geonic period. 

The scholars of Pumbedita were particularly famous for their 


and his son, Rav Hai Gaon. 


Location of Pumbedita 


Teruma - many: Whenever the term teruma appears without 
qualification it is referring to teruma gedola. The Torah commands 
that “the first fruit of your grain, of your wine, and of your oil” be 
given to the priest (Deuteronomy 18:4; see Numbers 18:12). The 
Sages extended the scope of this mitzva to include all produce 
grown in Eretz Yisrael. Teruma is sacred and may be eaten only by 
a priest and his household while they are in a state of ritual purity 
(see Leviticus 22:9-15). Today teruma may not be eaten, as there 
is no way to ensure that the priest who eats it is ritually pure, and 


priests today do not have definitive proof of their status. Therefore, 


the halakha reverts to Torah law, and in practice only a minimal 
portion of the produce is separated. 


HALAKHA 

The prohibition of ritual impurity with regard to 
the teruma outside of Eretz Yisrael — 7x31» VD% 
aed yin manna: Since teruma outside of Eretz 
Yisrael applies by rabbinic law, it is prohibited in con- 
sumption only to a priest whose impurity is due to 
an emission from his body, i.e., one who experienced 
a seminal emission; a zav; a zava; a menstruating 
woman; and a woman who gave birth. According 
to some commentaries, once these individuals have 
immersed they may eat this teruma even before sun- 
set, which is not the halakha with regard to teruma 
in Eretz Yisrael (Rambam). Others disagree and rule 
that if a minor priest is available then such teruma 
is not given to such an adult priest before sunset 
(Ra‘avad; see Radbaz and Kesef Mishne). The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam 
Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:8). 


NOTES 


They immersed a baby girl before her mother — 
mayb otip maun: The early commentaries disagree 

as to the reason for this immersion. Some state it 
was to prevent any teruma the girl might touch from 

becoming ritually impure (Rashi). Others claim that it 
is unlikely that such a young child would come into 
contact with teruma. Furthermore, as the baby would 
once again be rendered ritually impure when she 
touches her mother, who herself is impure from child- 
birth, the immersion does not resolve this problem. 
They therefore explain that the immersion is due to 
a concern that people who touch the baby girl, who 
imparts impurity to them as a primary source of ritual 
impurity, might subsequently come into contact with 
teruma (Tosefot HaRosh; Rashba). 


They immersed a baby girl - mapa: :The later com- 
mentaries explain that although i immersion in a ritual 
bath requires intent, and a baby girl has no halakhic 
intent, the main requirement for intent applies to the 
one who immerses her in the water. This is compa- 
rable to the immersion of impure vessels, where the 
necessary intent is fulfilled by the one performing the 
action (Hatam Sofer). 
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NOTES 


To include one who smears like one who drinks - 
npiv JA ny niab: Some commentaries claim that 
the verse is merely cited in support, as by Torah law 
one is liable only for eating and drinking teruma, not 
for anointing one’s body. According to this opinion, 
the statement that anointing is like drinking applies by 
rabbinic law (Tosafot; Ramban). Others maintain this is 
a full-fledged derivation from the verse and therefore 
applies by Torah law, but only with regard to teruma. By 
contrast, with regard to other halakhot, e.g., forbidden 
fat, anointing is not considered like drinking by Torah law 
(Ritva; see Ramban). Yet others contend that in the case 
of teruma the verse is cited as mere support of a rabbinic 
law, whereas with regard to other prohibitions anoint- 
ing is not considered like drinking even by rabbinic law 
(Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam; Rashba; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


To include one who smears like one who drinks - niab 
agiw JOT NN: In a case where a non-priest unwittingly 
anointed himself with an olive-bulk of teruma (see Rad- 
baz), if that produce is normally used for anointing then 
he must pay the principal and an additional one-fifth, 
whether the teruma was ritually pure or impure (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:2). 


A one-day-old girl with regard to menstruation — 
mb INK BF Na Npivn: Ifa one-day-old baby girl emits 
blood, she imparts ritual impurity as a menstruating 
woman. This is in accordance with a tradition that 
here is no difference between an adult woman and 
a minor with regard to the impurity of menstruation 
and a gonorrhea-like discharge (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:1 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 1:3). 


A girl aged three years and one day with regard to 
sexual intercourse — INS Din ow vow na npivn 

mrad: Like all those with whom engaging in intercourse 
is forbidden, one who engages in even the initial stage of 
intercourse with a menstruating woman, including a girl 
aged three years and one day, is liable to excision from 
the World-to-Come [karet]. The reason is that a girl can 
become ritually impure as a menstruating woman from 
the day of her birth, while a ten-day-old girl can contract 
the ritual impurity of ziva, and intercourse with a girl 
aged three years and one day is halakhically considered 
an act of intercourse (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 4:1; see Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 1:3). 
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Mar Zutra’ says: That immersion was necessary only for smearing 
oil of teruma of outside of Eretz Yisrael. Since smearing is equiva- 
lent to eating, it would have been prohibited to smear such oil on 
the baby girl, were it not for her immersion in a ritual bath. And 
from where is it derived that smearing is like eating with regard to 
teruma? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse discussing the prohibi- 
tion against consuming teruma in a state of ritual impurity states: 
“And they shall not desecrate the sacred items of the children of 
Israel, which they set apart for the Lord” (Leviticus 22:15). The 
verse serves to include in this prohibition one who smears and one 
who drinks. 


Mar Zutra continues: Why do I need a verse to teach that one 
who drinks teruma in a state of impurity is liable? Isn’t drinking 
included in the category of eating? Rather, the baraita means that 
the verse serves to include one who smears, teaching that he is like 
one who drinks." And if you wish, say that one may derive that 
smearing is like drinking from here: “And it came into his innards 
like water, and like oil into his bones” (Psalms 109:18). 


As it stands, the halakha that Samaritan girls are considered men- 
struating women from the time they lie in their cradle is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who is concerned for the 
minority of young girls who menstruate. The Gemara objects: Ifso, 
let us be concerned for the same minority with regard to our girls 
as well. 


The Gemara explains: There is no need to be concerned with regard 
to our young girls, as we interpret the verse: “And if a woman has 
an issue” (Leviticus 15:19), and derive from the fact that the verse 
does not merely state: “A woman,” but: “And ifa woman,” that even 
minor girls are included in the halakhot of a menstruating woman. 
And consequently, when our girls see menstrual blood, we separate 
them in the manner of all menstruating women. Therefore, the 
Sages did not decree with regard to them that all young Jewish 
girls assume the status of menstruating women. By contrast, with 
regard to them, Samaritans, who do not interpret the difference 
between “a woman” and “and if a woman,” when their girls see 
menstrual blood they do not separate them, and therefore the 
Sages decreed with regard to them that all Samaritan girls assume 
the status of menstruating women. 


Q The Gemara asks: What is this interpretation of the difference 
between “a woman” and “and if a woman’? As it is taught in a 
baraita that from “a woman’ I have derived only that the halakhot 
of menstruation apply to an adult woman. From where do I derive 
that the halakhot of a menstruating woman also apply to a one- 
day-old girl?" The verse states: “And if a woman.” 


The Gemara asks: Apparently, when the verse includes young girls 
through the word “and” it includes even a one-day-old. But you 
can raise a contradiction from another baraita, which discusses the 
verse: “And the woman with whom a man shall lie carnally, they shall 
both bathe themselves in water, and be impure until the evening” 
(Leviticus 15:18). From the word “woman” I have derived only that 
the sexual intercourse of an adult woman is considered intercourse 
that renders her impure. From where do I derive that the sexual 
intercourse of a girl aged three years and one day is also classified 
as intercourse?" The verse states: And the woman. Evidently, the 
word “and” includes only a girl aged three years and one day. 


Mar Zutra — xp Wa: A colleague of Rav Ashi, Mar Zutra was 
one of the leading Sages of his generation. He was a disciple- 
colleague of Rav Pappa and Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak. Beyond his 
greatness in halakha and aggada, Mar Zutra was a noted preacher, 
and his homiletic interpretations are cited throughout the Talmud. 


PERSONALITIES 


in the house of the Exilarch. Late in life he was appointed head 
of the academy in Pumbedita. The Talmud frequently mentions 
meetings between Mar Zutra, Ameimar, and Rav Ashi, some 
of which may have been formal conferences of the leaders of 
Babylonian Jewry of that generation. 


He apparently held an official position as the scholar and preacher 
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Rava said: These are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai," 
and the Sages merely supported them with verses. There is there- 
fore no contradiction. The Gemara asks: Which halakha is derived 
from a verse and which is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai? If we say that the halakha that the status of a menstruating 
woman may apply to a one-day-old girl is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai, and the halakha that the intercourse of a girl aged 
three years and one day is considered intercourse is derived from 
a verse, then one may object: But the verse is written in an unspec- 
ified manner; consequently, a one-day-old girl should be included 
by the verse in the same manner as a three-year-old girl. 


Rather, the halakha with regard to the intercourse of a girl aged 
three years and one day is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai, whereas the halakha with regard to the menstruation of a 
one-day-old girl is derived from a verse. The Gemara asks: And 
now that it has been established that the halakha with regard to 
the intercourse of a three-year-old girl is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai, why do I need a verse? 


The Gemara responds: The verse serves to exclude a man from 
contracting ritual impurity due to red semen." 


The Gemara objects: But what about that which is taught in a 
baraita with regard to a woman who experiences a discharge of 
uterine blood after her menstrual period [zava]: The verse states: 
“And if a woman has an issue of her blood many days” (Leviticus 
15:25). From the word “woman” I have derived only that ziva 
applies to an adult woman. From where do I derive that a ten-day- 
old girl is included in the halakhot of ziva?*" The verse states: “And 
if a woman.” Why do I need the verse? Let one derive that a ten- 
day-old girl is included in the halakhot of ziva from the fact that a 
one-day-old girl is included in the halakhot of a menstruating 
woman, as a woman may become a zava only after seven days of 
menstruation and three subsequent days of experiencing uterine 
discharge. 


The Gemara responds: It was necessary for the verse to teach that 
the halakhot of ziva apply to a ten-day-old girl. As, if the Merciful 
One had written only that a one-day-old girl is included in the 
halakhot of a menstruating woman, I would say: The halakhot of 
a menstruating woman apply to a one-day-old girl because of their 
stringency, as when a woman sees blood on only one day she is 
required to sit for the seven days of menstruation. But with regard 
to a zava,’ since the halakha is that if a woman sees blood on only 
one day she has the status of a lesser zava, and it is enough for her 
to observe a clean day for a day she experiences a discharge, one 
might say that the halakhot of ziva do not apply to a ten-day-old 
girl. It was therefore necessary for the verse to indicate otherwise. 


To exclude a man due to red semen - DTNA wy nay: 


Red semen is ritually pure. Only white, vis 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
and Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 5:3). 


HALAKHA 


A ten-day-old girl is included in the halakhot of ziva - 
mand Dv» Mwy Na: A ten-day-old minor girl can contract the 
impurity of ziva, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav1:3 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 41). 


cous semen is impure 
Mishkav UMoshav 1:6 


NOTES 


These are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai — 
gA xan: In other words, one of these halakhot is trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai, whereas the other may be 
derived from the verse itself (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva] — 72%: Gonorrhea is a 
sexually transmitted disease caused by the bacteria Neisseria 
gonorrhoeae. The bacteria causes severe infection of the 
sexual organs, and one of its primary symptoms is a thin 
or thick mucous discharge from these organs. Traces of 
these discharges can also be found in the urine of infected 
persons. According to some researchers, this is the disease 
associated with the status known in halakha as zav. It is 
also possible that the zav is afflicted with a different, albeit 
similar condition. 

The female counterpart of the zav is the zava. Although 
from a halakhic standpoint the halakhot governing the 
ritual impurity of the two are virtually identical, a zavais not 
one who suffers from a gonorrhea-like discharge but rather 
from uterine bleeding extending beyond the duration of her 
normal menstrual period. This can be caused by hormonal 
disruptions of the menstrual cycle, or by other conditions. 


Zava — Mat: This is a woman who experiences a flow of 
menstrual-type blood on three consecutive days during 
a time of the month when she is not due to experience 
menstrual bleeding. The first discharge renders her ritually 
impure, but until the third discharge her status is that of a 
woman who observes a clean day for a day she experiences 
a discharge, and she is not subject to all the halakhic rulings 
of a zava. After experiencing bleeding on the third day, the 
woman is considered a zava and is obligated to bring an 
offering as part of her purification process. A zava imparts 
ritual impurity in the same manner as a zav. In addition, a 
man who engages in sexual intercourse with her becomes a 
primary source of ritual impurity and imparts ritual impurity 
to others. 
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NOTES 


A one-day-old baby that he is susceptible to impu- 
rity of ziva - mana Kaba KITY INS ov en pion: It can 
be inferred from here that a one- -day- old baby boy 
does not become impure by a seminal emission. This 
ritual impurity applies only to a male who is at least 
nine years and one day old (see Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 5:2). 


The Torah spoke in the language of people - 7737 
DIN 22 ws min: The verse states ish ish, literally 
“man man” The later commentaries explain that just 
as people sometimes repeat a term in their speech 
without intending to indicate a novelty, the Torah 
does the same. 


To exclude a woman from the impurity of a zava 
due to a white discharge - abn TUY myb: 
Although it was already explained on 19a that a 
woman contracts ritual impurity by five types of 
blood alone, and white blood is not included in that 
list, it is still necessary for a verse to teach this halakha, 
lest one seek to derive by an a fortiori inference from 
the case of a man that a woman becomes impure by 
a white discharge (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 
A one-day-old baby with regard to ziva - ja pi» 
mand “my BY: A one-day-old minor boy can contract 
the impurity of ziva, as stated in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:4 
and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:6). 


To exclude a woman from contracting impurity 
due to a white discharge - ibn TWX wip: 
A woman does not become ritually impure as a result 
of a white discharge (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:6). 
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The Gemara objects: And let the Merciful One write that a ten-day- 
old girl is included in the halakhot of a zava, and it would not be 
required to write that a one-day-old girl is included in the halakhot 
of a menstruating woman, and I would know that as a girl cannot 
become a zava without first assuming the status of a menstruating 
woman, she must also be included in the halakhot of a menstruating 
woman. The Gemara responds: Yes, it is indeed so; the fact that a 
one-day-old girl is included in the halakhot of a menstruating woman 
can be derived from the fact that a ten-day-old girl is included in the 
halakhot of a zava. Rather, why do I need the verse: “And if a woman,” 
that is stated with regard to a menstruating woman? The verse serves 
to exclude a man from contracting ritual impurity due to red semen. 


The Gemara objects: But the Torah already excluded this case on 
another occasion, as stated earlier. The Gemara explains: One verse 
serves to exclude a man from contracting ritual impurity due to red 
semen, and one verse serves to exclude a man from being rendered 
a zav due to blood that emanates from his penis. 


§ The Gemara discusses the halakha of ziva with regard to a male: 
And so with regard to males, the halakhot of a zav apply even to 
minor boys. As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states concerning 
a zav: “When any man has an issue out of his flesh, his issue is 
impure” (Leviticus 15:2). What is the meaning when the verse 
states “any man”? The verse serves to include a one-day-old baby, 
teaching that even he is susceptible to impurity of ziva.™" This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says: This 
derivation is not necessary, as the verse states: “And of them that 
have an issue, whether it be a male or a female” (Leviticus 15:33). 
“Whether it be a male” includes anyone who is a male, whether he 
is an adult or whether he is a minor; “or a female” includes anyone 
who is a female, whether she is an adult or whether she is a minor. 
If so, what is the meaning when the verse states “any man”? The 
Torah spoke in the language of people," and one is not meant to 
derive anything from this verse. 


The Gemara asks: Apparently, when the verse includes a minor boy 
it includes even a one-day-old. But raise a contradiction from 
another baraita, which addresses the verse: “And if the flow of seed 
go out from a man, then he shall bathe all his flesh in water and be 
impure until the evening” (Leviticus 15:16). From the word “man” I 
have derived only that a man is rendered ritually impure through a 
seminal emission. From where do I derive that the seminal emission 
of a boy aged nine years and one day renders him impure as well? 
The verse states: “And a man.” Evidently, the verse does not include 
a one-day-old boy. 


Rava said: These are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and 
the Sages merely supported them with verses. Therefore, there is 
no contradiction. The Gemara asks: Which is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai, and which halakha is derived from a verse? If 
we say that the halakha that a one-day-old boy is included in the 
halakhot of a zav is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and 
the halakha that the seminal emission of a boy aged nine years and 
one day renders him impure is derived from a verse, then one may 
object: But the verse is written in an unspecified manner; conse- 
quently, even a one-day-old boy should be included in the verse. 


Rather, the halakha with regard to the seminal emission of a boy 
aged nine years and one day is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai, and the halakha that a one-day-old boy is included in the 
halakhot of a zav is derived from averse. The Gemara asks: And now 
that the halakha with regard to the seminal emission of a boy aged 
nine years and one day renders is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai, why do I need a verse? The Gemara answers: The verse 
serves to exclude a woman from contracting the impurity of a zava 
due to a white discharge." 
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The Gemara asks: Why do I need for the Merciful One to write that 
a one-day-old is included in the halakhot of ziva with regard to 
males, and why do I need for the Merciful One to write that a 
one-day-old is included in the halakhot of a menstruating woman 
and a ten-day-old is included in the halakhot of ziva with regard 
to females? 


The Gemara answers that both verses are necessary. As, if the Mer- 
ciful One had written only concerning males, one might say: A 
one-day-old boy is included in the halakhot of ziva because the 

halakha is more stringent with regard to males, as they are rendered 

impure through three sightings of ziva on one day just like through 

sightings on three consecutive days.” But with regard to females, 
who are not rendered impure through three sightings on one day 
as they are through sightings on three consecutive days, one might 

say that the halakhot of ziva do not apply to ten-day-old girls. 


And by contrast, if the Merciful One had written only with regard 
to females, one might say: The halakhot of ziva apply to ten-day-old 
girls, because of the fact that they are rendered impure even on 
account of sightings that occur due to circumstances beyond their 
control.” But with regard to males, who are not rendered impure 
on account of sightings that occur due to circumstances beyond 
their control, one might say that one-day-old boys are not included 
in the halakhot of ziva. Therefore, both verses are necessary. 


§ The mishna teaches: And the Samaritan men impart ritual 
impurity to the lower bedding like the upper bedding. The Gemara 
asks: What is the meaning of the clause: The lower bedding like 
the upper bedding? If we say it means that if there are ten mat- 
tresses stacked one upon the other and a Samaritan man sat upon 
them, the lowest mattress, like the upper mattresses, is rendered 
impure, this halakha is obvious, since he presses on all of them 
when he sits on them. In other words, since Samaritan men impart 
impurity to the bedding beneath them because they are considered 
men who engage in intercourse with menstruating women, there is 
no reason to distinguish between the lowest mattress and the other 
mattresses above it. 


Rather, the mishna means that the status of the lowest mattress 
beneath a man who engages in intercourse with a menstruating 
woman" is like that of the bedding above a zav, i.e., the bedding 
beneath a Samaritan man assumes first-degree ritual impurity and 
does not become a primary source of impurity like the bedding 
beneath a zav. That is, just as the upper bedding of a zav is not a 
primary source of impurity and imparts impurity only to food and 
drink but not people or vessels, so too, the bedding beneath a man 
who engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman imparts 
ritual impurity only to food and drink. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the bedding above 
a zav imparts ritual impurity only to food and drink? As it is written 
with regard to a zav: “And whoever touches any thing that was 
under him shall be impure” (Leviticus 15:10). What is the meaning 
of the expression “under him”? 


NOTES 


That the status of the lowest mattress beneath a man who 
engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman, etc. — 
ADTT byia bw Sinnn Kw: The early commentaries disagree 
with regard to the halakha of the upper bedding of a zav. Some 
maintain that its impurity applies by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 6:3), and the verse is 
cited merely in support (Kesef Mishne). Accordingly, this bedding 


does not impart impurity to vessels at all. Others claim that the 
status of the upper bedding of a zav is derived from the verses as 
a Torah law (Ra’avad; Rashi on 4b), and it has first-degree ritual 
impurity status and renders vessels impure by touch. The consen- 
sus among the later commentaries is that the upper bedding of 
a zav imparts impurity by Torah law, as that is the opinion of the 
majority of the early commentaries (Likkutei Halakhot). 


HALAKHA 


Through three sightings of ziva on one day just 
like through sightings on three consecutive days — 
D123 Na: A man who emits one discharge of ziva 
has the status of one who experienced a seminal emis- 
sion. If he had two sightings he is a zav, and therefore 
must count seven clean days and then immerse, but he 
is not obligated to bring an offering. If he experienced 
three sightings he is a full-fledged zav who is liable 
to bring an offering. These halakhot are all traditions 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:6). 


With regard to females because they are rendered 
impure due to circumstances beyond their control — 
mixa WAP? DW niama: Unlike a man, a woman 
becomes i impure due to an accident, both with regard 
to the impurity of menstruation and the impurity of 
ziva. How so? If, for example, she leaped from one place 
to another, or saw animals, beasts, or fowl engaging 
in intercourse and had lustful thoughts, and she sub- 
sequently experienced a blood flow, she is rendered 
impure by any amount of blood (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:1). 


That the status of the lowest mattress beneath a 
man who engages in intercourse with a menstruat- 
ing woman, etc. -^3 772 yia Sw iian xp: The 
bedding of a man who engaged in intercourse with a 
menstruating woman and the saddle upon which he 
rides have first-degree ritual impurity status, like ves- 
sels he touches. Consequently, they impart impurity to 
food and drink, but not to people or vessels (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:2). 
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BACKGROUND 


Zav — 31: The halakhot relating to the stringent 
ritual impurity caused by this condition appear 
in Leviticus, chapter 15, and in tractate Zavim. The 
zav becomes ritually impure as a result of secreting 
a white, pus-like discharge. A man who experi- 
ences this discharge on one occasion becomes 
ritually impure for one day, similar to a man who 
discharged semen. If he experiences a second 
discharge on the same or the following day, or 
if the initial discharge is prolonged, he contracts 
the more severe ritual impurity of a zav, which 
lasts until after he experiences seven clean days. 
One who experiences a third discharge within the 
day following the second discharge is obligated 
to bring an offering as part of his purification 
process. 
Not only does a zav become impure, he also 
imparts impurity through contact with vessels 
or people, by being moved by them, by moving 
them, and by lying or sitting on them. Likewise, 
he imparts impurity to items under a very heavy 
stone by sitting on the stone, although the stone 
itself does not thereby become impure. The fluids 
secreted by a zav, his saliva, urine, and semen, all 
impart impurity, and the articles on which he sits 
or lies become primary sources of ritual impurity 
and themselves impart impurity to other items. 


HALAKHA 

Just as she imparts impurity to people and 
earthenware vessels — DIX ANAVI KI TA 
Din op: A zava, a menstruating woman, and a 
woman after childbirth are all primary sources of 
ritual impurity. Consequently, they impart impu- 
rity to vessels by touch, and to people by touch 
and by carrying them, as stated in the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 1:1). 
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If we say the verse is teaching that a mattress beneath a zav’ is impure, 
this is already derived from the verse: “And whoever touches his 
bed” (Leviticus 15:5). Rather, the verse is referring to that which 
touches any item under which the zav will be. And what is this 
item? Itis the bedding above a zav. The verse teaches that the bedding 
above a zav imparts ritual impurity. 


The verse further states: “And he who bears [vehanoseh] these things 
shall wash his clothes and bathe himself in water, and be impure until 
the evening” (Leviticus 15:10), indicating that he who bears also 
becomes impure. And what is this? This is an item borne [nisa] by 
a zav. Whatis the reason, i.e., how is this indicated by the verse? The 
term vehanisa is written" in the verse. 


The Gemara continues: The verse removed the halakha of the bed- 
ding above a zav from the status of severe impurity and brought it 
to the status of lesser impurity, to tell you that it imparts impurity 
only to food and drink, but not to people or garments. 


The Gemara objects: Say that the verse removed the bedding above 
a zav from severe impurity, in the sense that it does not impart 
impurity to a person to the extent that he may in turn impart impu- 
rity to the garments he is wearing. But let the bedding above a zav 
impart impurity to people or garments. The Gemara explains that 
the verse states: “And whoever touches anything that was under him 
shall be impure” (Leviticus 15:10), which indicates lesser impurity. 


§ The mishna teaches that Samaritan men are considered men who 
engage in intercourse with menstruating women, and consequently 
they impart impurity to the bedding beneath them. The Gemara asks: 
And from where do we derive that the bedding beneath one who 
engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman is impure? As 
it is taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to a menstruating 
woman: “And if any man lie with her, and her impurity be upon him, 
he shall be impure seven days, and every bed upon which he lies shall 
be impure” (Leviticus 15:24). 


The baraita explains: One might have thought that the phrase: “And 
her impurity be upon him,” indicates that the man assumes the 
impure status of the menstruating woman with whom he engaged 
in intercourse, such that if they were together on the sixth day of 
her menstruation he may elevate himself at her time, i.e., he may 
immerse in a ritual bath the next day, just like the menstruating 
woman. Therefore, the verse states: “He shall be impure seven days.” 


But if so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “And her impu- 
rity be upon him”? As, one might have thought that a man who 
engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman will not impart 
impurity to people and earthenware vessels. Therefore, the verse 
states: “And her impurity be upon him,” to teach that he imparts 
impurity like a menstruating woman. In other words, just as she 
imparts impurity to people and earthenware vessels," so too, he 
imparts impurity to people" and earthenware vessels. 


NOTES 
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Vehanisa is written - 233 xwa: The Gemara indicates that the 
word vehanoseh is written in the defective form, without a vav, which 
allows it to be read as vehanisa. This is difficult, as in the standard 
text of the Bible the word is spelled plene, i.e., with a vav. The com- 
mentaries explain that sometimes the version of a verse discussed in 
the Gemara is not in accordance with the standard text in use today 
(see Shabbat 55b). For example, the later commentaries note many 
slight differences between verses as we have them and their cita- 
tion in the Talmud and midrashim (see Gilyonei HaShas on Shabbat 
55b). With regard to the halakha, the early commentaries write that 
whenever there is a conflict between the standard text of our Torah 


scrolls and the version of the verse found in the Talmud or midrashim, 
one follows the standard text (Sefer HaEshkol). 


So too he imparts impurity to people, etc. — DIX KAVN NIT JN 
^3): In other words, the touch of a man who has intercourse with 
a menstruating woman is like the touch of a menstruating woman 
herself, and their halakhot are also the same with regard to carry- 
ing, as they both impart impurity to a person and to the garments 
he is wearing (Rashi; Ritva; see Mishne LaMelekh on Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:1 and Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 6:12). 
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If so, i.e., that one who engages in intercourse with a menstruating 
woman is compared to the woman herself, then say: Just as she 
renders the bedding beneath her and the seat upon which she 
sits" impure to the extent that they impart impurity to a person 
to in turn impart impurity to the garments he is wearing, so too, 
he renders the bedding beneath him and the seat upon which he 
sits impure to the extent that they impart impurity to a person to 
in turn impart impurity to the garments he is wearing. Therefore, 
the verse states: “And every bed upon which he lies shall be 
impure” (Leviticus 15:24). 


The baraita elaborates: As, there is no need for the verse to state: 
“And every bed upon which he lies shall be impure,” since it is 
already written: “And her impurity be upon him,” which indicates 
that just as a menstruating woman imparts impurity to her bedding, 
so too does one who has intercourse with her. And if so, what is the 
meaning when the verse states: “And every bed upon which he 
lies shall be impure”? The verse separated the halakha of one who 
has intercourse with a menstruating woman from the severe impu- 
rity of the menstruating woman herself, and brought him to lesser 
impurity, to tell you that he imparts impurity only to food and 
drink, but not to people or garments. 


Rav Ahai’ refutes’ this derivation: Say that the verse removed the 
halakha of one who has intercourse with a menstruating woman 
from severe impurity and brought it to lesser impurity, in the 
sense that his bedding does not impart impurity to a person to in 
turn impart impurity to the garments upon him. But let his bed- 
ding impart impurity to people or garments. Rav Asi says: The 


verse states: “And every bed upon which he lies shall be impure,” 


which indicates a lesser impurity. 


The Gemara objects: But say that the phrase: “And her impurity 
be upon him,’ is a generalization, and the phrase: “And every bed 
upon which he lies shall be impure,” is a detail. If so, the verse 
constitutes a generalization and a detail, and it is a hermeneutical 
principle that in such a case the generalization is referring only to 
that which is specified in the detail. Accordingly, with regard to 
the bedding and seat upon which the man rests, yes, they are 
rendered impure, but other items are not. 


Abaye says that when the verse states: “He shall be impure seven 
days,’ between the generalization and the detail, this interrupts 
the matter. Accordingly, this is a case of a generalization and 
a detail that are distant from one another, and with regard to 
any generalization and detail that are distant from one another, 
one does not derive a halakha from them in accordance with the 
principle of a generalization and a detail. 


Rava says: Actually, one may derive a halakha from a generaliza- 
tion and a detail that are distant from one another. But this verse 
does not constitute a case of a generalization and a detail, as the 
verse states: “And every bed upon which he lies.” The term “and 
every” is an amplification. 


Rabbi Yaakov objects to this: Say that as the verse compares a 

man who engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman to the 

woman herself, the man should be like her, i.e., just as with regard 

to her you did not differentiate between her touch and her bed- 
ding in terms of imparting impurity to a person and imparting 

impurity to garments, as the halakha is stringent concerning both 

in that her touch and her bedding impart impurity to people to in 

turn impart impurity to their garments; so too, with regard to him, 
you shall not differentiate between his touch and his bedding 

in terms of imparting impurity to a person and imparting impu- 
rity to garments, and the halakha should be lenient in both cases: 

Neither his bedding nor his touch should impart impurity to people 

to in turn impart impurity to their garments. 
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HALAKHA 


She renders the bedding beneath her and the 
seat upon which she sits, etc. - 23W) MWiy KT 
3) awn: A zava, a menstruating woman, and a 
woman after childbirth are all primary sources of 
ritual impurity. Therefore, they impart impurity to 
the bedding, seat, and saddle underneath them 
and render those items a primary source of ritual 
impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 1:1). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Ahai - *XMx 37: The early commentaries 
disagree as to the identity of this Rav Ahai. Some 
maintain he is an amora (Rabbeinu Tam). Others 
claim that the reference here is to Rav Ahai Gaon, 
the author of She‘iltot deRav Ahai Gaon and the 
foremost Sage of his generation, whose statements 
were accepted as though they were written in the 
Talmud (Responsa of the Rivash). Since he lived 
after the period of the amora’im, his statements 
are introduced by the unusual expression Rav Ahai 
refutes, or Rav Ahai resolved (Josafot on Ketubot 2b, 
citing Rashbam). 

Alternatively, the Rav Ahai mentioned here 
refers to one of the Savora‘im, a member of the 
post-amoraic generation responsible for the redac- 
ion of the Talmud, following Ravina and Rav Ashi 
(Tosafot on Zevahim 102b). If so, he is Rav Ahai, son 
of Rav Huna. There is also an opinion that this is the 
Rav Ahai who lived in the generation of Rav Shmuel, 
son of Rav Abbahu, with regard to whom itis stated 
hat the Sages from Eretz Yisrael sent the following 
statement to Babylonia: Respect the opinion of our 
eacher Ahai, as he enlightens the eyes of the exile 
(Hullin 59b). 


BACKGROUND 

Rav Ahai refutes — »xmt 37 p38: The early com- 
mentaries note that the Talmud deploys standard 
expressions with regard to particular Sages, e.g., 
Rabbi Abbahu ridiculed it; Rabbi Yohanan won- 
dered about this; and Abaye cursed it. The phrase 
that appears here, Rav Ahai refutes, is another 
example of such a conventional phrase. One can 
also find the expressions Rav Ahai resolved, and Rav 
Ahai discussed it. 
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Rava says in response that when the verse states: “And her impurity be 
upon him,’ this indicates that the Torah intends for the impurity to 
weigh upon him, i.e., in a stringent manner. 


§ The mishna teaches that the impurity of Samaritan men is due to the 
fact that Samaritan men are considered men who engage in intercourse 
with menstruating women, and this is because they observe the seven- 
day menstrual period of impurity for each and every emission of blood. 
The Gemara asks: Is this to say that all Samaritan men are considered 
men who engage in intercourse with menstruating women? Aren't 
there some unmarried men who do not engage in intercourse with 
menstruating women? Rabbi Yitzhak of Migdal says: They taught this 
halakha only with regard to men to whom women are married. 


The mishna further teaches: And Samaritan men are considered men 
who engage in intercourse with menstruating women because they 
observe the seven-day menstrual period of impurity for each and every 
emission of blood. In this regard it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Meir said: If Samaritan women would begin observing a seven-day 
period of impurity for each and every emission of blood, it would be 
a great remedy for them, i.e., this practice would not lead to sin, as they 
would observe a seven-day period from each emission. But this is not 
their practice. 


Rather, when Samaritan women see green blood, which does not ren- 
der them impure, they begin counting seven days ofimpurity from that 
emission. As, if they see red blood, which is impure, during that period, 
they do not begin observing another seven days. Instead, they consider 
it an additional emission of blood and they complete the remaining 
days from the seven days they began observing for the green blood." 
Consequently, the women will have immersed in a ritual bath while still 
impure. 


Alternatively, a Samaritan woman is considered ritually impure because 
she counts the day on which she ceases to experience three consecu- 
tive days of emissions of ziva toward the total of seven clean days that 
a zava must experience before being able to immerse in a ritual bath. 
Accordingly, she does not wait seven full days, as is required by 


halakha. 


Rami bar Hama objects to this: And let her count that day on which 
she ceases to experience emissions of ziva, and we, i.e., Jewish women, 
shall also count it," as we maintain that the halakhic status of part of 
the day is like that of an entire day." 


Rava says in response: If so, that even with regard to ziva the halakhic 
status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, one can object: It 
is taught in a baraita that if a zav experiences an emission of semen 
while counting seven clean days toward his purity, the seminal emission 
negates the day on which he experiences it. How can you find the 
circumstances of this halakha with regard to ziva? Isn’t the halakhic 
status of part of the day is like that of an entire day? If so, let the 
remainder of the day on which he experiences the emission count as 
a day. 


NOTES 


As they see red blood and they complete the remaining days for 
the green blood — pty od inis niaybunn oiy oF nixiw: The 
early commentaries are puzzled by this statement of Rabbi Meir, 
as he himself holds in accordance with the opinion of Akavya ben 
Mahalalel that green blood renders a woman impure (see 19b). 
They explain that Rabbi Meir deems her impure only if the blood 
is dark green, not if it is light green, whereas Samaritan women 
observe the seven-day menstrual period of impurity even for light 
green blood (Tosafot). 


And we shall also count it — 15% "723 13%1: The early commentar- 
ies explain that Rami bar Hama is challenging the previous expla- 
nation. Although he subsequently refuted Rava’s question against 
his own opinion, even he does not maintain that women should 


count such part days in practice (Tosafot; Ramban; Meiri; Rashba). 
The consensus among all the ruling authorities is that the day on 
which the emission of ziva ceases is not included in the seven days 
of her counting (Beit Yosef on Tur, beginning of Yoreh De‘a 196). 


The halakhic status of part of the day is like that of an entire 
day - trop Bit nypa: The commentaries disagree as to the pre- 
cise definition of part of a day. Some say it includes only part of 
the daytime, not a part of the night (Josafot on Moed Katan 21b; 
Responsa Halakhot Ketannot; Rabbeinu Yona). Others rule more 
leniently, allowing a part of the night to also be considered like 
part of the day (Ramban). The halakha is that part of the day is like 
the entire day only if some of the daytime passed, not part of the 
night (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 395:1). 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Perhaps even with regard to ziva 
the halakhic status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, and 
if the zav sees the seminal emission in the middle of the day, the 
remainder of the day is indeed counted as a whole day. But here we 
are dealing with a zav who sees a seminal emission adjacent to 
sunset, when there is no remaining time in the day that can be 
counted as an entire day. 


The Gemara objects: But the halakha that a seminal emission 
negates a day from the count of a zav is derived from the verse: “This 
is the law of the zav, and of him from whom the flow of seed goes 
out, so that he is impure thereby” (Leviticus 15:32). Is it right that 
one will stand and say about the verse that when it is written, it 
is written specifically with regard to a seminal emission that occurs 
adjacent to sunset? The Gemara explains: Yes, perforce you must 
leave aside the plain meaning of this verse, as it compels itself to 
be established as referring to such limited circumstances because 
it must conform to the principle that the halakhic status of part of 
the day is like that of an entire day. 


Q The Gemara mentioned earlier that if a zav experiences a seminal 
emission while counting seven clean days toward his purity, the 
seminal emission negates the day on which he experiences it. On a 
similar note, Rami bar Hama raises a dilemma: In the case of a 
woman who discharges semen” after engaging in intercourse with 
her husband, what is the halakha" as to whether she negates her 
counting with regard to ziva? Rami bar Hama elaborates: In general, 
a woman who discharges semen is impure, but the reason for this 
halakha is uncertain. Is it because she was considered one who saw 
semen, i.e., the emission of semen itself renders her impure just like 
a man who experiences a seminal emission? And if so, this woman 
negates her count. 


Or perhaps it is because she was touching the semen, and if so she 
has not thereby negated" her count, just as a zav does not negate 
his count if he touches semen. 


Rava says: Commensurate with the sharpness of Rami bar Hama 
is the extent of his error, as this is not a dilemma at all, since even 
if one could suggest that a zava who discharges semen has indeed 
negated her count, one must ask: How much should she negate? 
If one suggests she should negate all seven days of her counting, 
this is untenable, as it is enough for her that she should negate her 
count like the man who engages in intercourse with her, i.e., like 
a zav who discharges semen, who negates only one day. 


And if one suggests that she should negate one day alone, this 
too is untenable, as the Merciful One states: “But if she is purified 
from her ziva then she shall count to herself seven days, and after 
that she shall be pure” (Leviticus 15:28). The word “after” indicates 
that she shall be pure only after all of them, i.e., after seven consecu- 
tive clean days, such that there should be no impurity separating 
between them. If so, there cannot be a situation where a zava 
negates a single day, and consequently it cannot be that a zava who 
discharges semen negates any part of her count. 


Or perhaps she was touching the semen and if so she has 
not thereby negated - Ane xy amg nya xiao ix: The 


exact circumstances of this dilemma are 


understand, as a discharge of semen renders a woman impure 
only if it occurred within three days of engaging in intercourse. 
If it is determined that the woman is a zava, she was prohibited 


NOTES 


to her husband for at least three days. How, then, can the semen 
render her impure? According to Rashi, Rami bar Hama is refer- 
ring to a case where the husband and wife engaged in forbid- 
den sexual intercourse. The later commentaries add that Rashi 
indicates that the couple was engaging in intercourse while she 
was actually experiencing a blood flow. 


somewhat difficult to 


NOTES ——_—_—_—_———_- 
A woman who discharges semen - y% naw noia: The 
mishna in tractate Shabbat (86a) states: From where is it 
derived that a woman who discharges semen even on the 
third day after engaging in intercourse is ritually impure, 
just like one who touches semen? As the verse states: “And 
he said to the people: Prepare yourselves for three days; do 
not approach a woman" (Exodus 19:15). In other words, do 
not engage in intercourse with your wives from three days 
prior to the Revelation at Sinai, so that even if a woman 
discharges semen on the fourth day she will be pure. 
Although the Torah had not yet been given at that time, i 
can be assumed that this command is in keeping with the 
requirements of the Torah as would later be revealed a 
Sinai (Tosafot on Shabbat 86a). The commentaries further 
note that a woman who discharges semen is rendered 
ritually impure only if the semen leaves her body. But i 
it remains in a concealed part of the body she is pure, as 
the touch of a concealed part of the body does not impar 
impurity (Rashi on 42a). 


HALAKHA 


In the case of a woman who discharges semen what 
is the halakha, etc. — 1319719 yyy Nasw NYY: A woman 
who discharges semen during the period of impurity for 
her ziva negates one day of her counting, like a zav who 
experiences a seminal emission (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:16). 
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BACKGROUND 
Tavakh — 3819: Apparently this is the name of a town 
near Neresh, or Nares, located on the caravan routes 
to Bei Hozai. Towns with the similar name Tauk are 
found in several places in Babylonia. 


Location of Neresh 


NOTES 


| may conclude from it that he is a God-fearing 
individual, etc. — 121817 DAW KY FII yaw: The 
ater commentaries explain that Rav Pappa initially 
intended to visit any Torah scholar in the study hall. 
This was an accepted act of respect even if the visiting 
rabbi was greater than the Torah scholar. When he 
heard that Rav Shmuel was not only considered a 
Torah scholar but was also renowned as a God-fearing 
individual, he decided that it was appropriate to pay 
him a visit in his own home (Ben Yehoyada). 


HALAKHA 


The uncertain case of the garments of an am 
ha‘aretz — YW87 DY 733 Pav: One burns teruma for 
uncertainty involving the purity of the garments of 
an am haaretz. This is one of six cases of uncertain 
impurity in which one burns the teruma that came 
into contact with a suspect item. In other words, if 
teruma came into contact with the garments of an 
am haaretz it must be burned, despite the fact that 
this impurity applies only due to uncertainty. The 
reason is that if this impurity were certain then the 
am ha‘aretz would be a zav, whose impurity applies 
by Torah law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar 
Avot HaTumot 13:13). 
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The Gemara rejects Rava’s response: And according to your reason- 
ing, how does a zav himself negate only one day from his count 
due to a seminal emission? After all, the Merciful One states: “And 
when the zav is purified of his ziva, then he shall count for himself 
seven days for his purification, and wash his clothes, and bathe 
his flesh in running water, and he shall be pure” (Leviticus 15:13). 
The phrase: “Seven days for his purification,” indicates that there 
should be no impurity separating between them. 


Rather, what have you to say? The verse means only that there 
should not be an impurity of ziva separating between them. Here 
too, with regard to a zava, the verse means only that there should 
not be an impurity of ziva separating between them; a discharge 
of semen is not included in this restriction. It is therefore possible 
that a discharge of semen from a zava negates only one day from her 
count. Accordingly, the dilemma raised by Rami bar Hama remains 
in place. 


§ The mishna teaches: But one who enters the Temple while wear- 
ing those garments upon which a Samaritan had lain is not liable 
to bring an offering for entering the Temple, nor does one burn 
teruma that came into contact with those garments, because their 
impurity is uncertain. In connection to these halakhot, the Gemara 
relates that Rav Pappa’ happened to come to the city of Tavakh.® 
He said: If there is a Torah scholar here I will go and greet him. 
A certain elderly woman said to him: There is a Torah scholar 
here and Rav Shmuel is his name, and he teaches mishnayot; may 
it be God’s will that you should be like him. 


Rav Pappa said to himself: From the fact that they bless me 
through this Rav Shmuel that I should be like him, I may conclude 
from it that he is a God-fearing individual." Rav Pappa went to visit 
him, and Rav Shmuel raised a bull for him, i.e., he slaughtered a 
bull in honor of Rav Pappa, and he also raised a difficulty between 
two mishnayot that apparently contradict one another: We learn 
in the mishna: One who enters the Temple while wearing those 
garments upon which a Samaritan had lain is not liable to bring an 
offering for entering the Temple, nor does one burn teruma that 
came into contact with those garments, because their impurity is 
uncertain. Evidently, we do not burn teruma due to uncertain 
impurity. 


And one can raise a contradiction from another mishna (Teharot 
4:5): For six cases of uncertain impurity one burns the teruma if it 
came into contact with them, or ifa person came into contact with 
them and subsequently touched the teruma. One of these is for the 
uncertain case of the garments of one who is unreliable with 
regard to ritual impurity [am ha‘aretz]." Such garments impart 
impurity through contact and through carrying, due to a concern 
that the wife of the am ha'aretz might have sat on them while she 
was menstruating. Evidently, one burns teruma due to uncertain 
impurity. 


Rav Pappa - X39 27: Rav Pappa belonged to the fifth generation 
of the amora’im of Babylonia. He was a student of both Abaye and 
Rava in Pumbedita. Rav Pappa established an academy in Neresh, 
where he was joined by his close friend Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua, who was appointed chief lecturer. After Rava’s death, 
many of his disciples came to study under Rav Pappa, who had 
more than two hundred students attending his lectures. 

Rav Pappas father was a wealthy merchant who supported him 
through many years of Talmud study. Rav Pappa became a wealthy 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Pappa had great respect for other Sages, and upon enter- 
ing a city would immediately call upon the rabbinic head of the 
community. On one occasion Rav Pappa felt that he had spoken 
inappropriately about one of the Sages, and he took upon himself 
a personal fast as penance for his act (Sanhedrin 100a). He was 
reluctant to offer final rulings in areas of halakha, and he often 
chose to be stringent in accordance with both opinions in the 
Talmud rather than rule in accordance with a single opinion. 

Rav Pappa was blessed with ten sons, all of whom were Torah 


businessman in his own right; he was a successful brewer of date 
beer, and he also prospered in other business ventures. The Talmud 
records that he engaged in trade with both Jews and gentiles and 
had a reputation for fairness and generosity in his business dealings 
(see Ketubot 97a). Rav Huna, who was his partner in many such 
undertakings, grew wealthy as well. 


scholars. Traditionally, the names of the ten sons of Rav Pappa are 
recited as part of the ceremony at the completion of the study of 
a tractate. Although the source of this tradition is unclear and the 
identities of the sons are uncertain as well, the Rema suggests that 
it commemorates the celebrations Rav Pappa performed with his 
sons upon completing a course of study. 
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Rav Pappa began his response with a supplication and said: May it 
be God's will that this bull shall be eaten peacefully, i.e., that I will 
provide a satisfactory resolution of this contradiction. Since the bull 
was slaughtered in my honor, failing to resolve the contradiction 
might spoil the meal. Rav Pappa continued: Here we are dealing 
with a Samaritan who is devoted to the meticulous observance 
of mitzvot, especially halakhot ofritual purity, teruma, and tithes 
[haver].® There is therefore less concern with regard to his ritual 
purity than that of an am ha‘aretz. Consequently, the mishna here 
states that teruma is not burned on account of him. 


Rav Shmuel rejected this response: Since the mishna is referring 
to men who engage in intercourse with menstruating women, are 
you equating a Samaritan haver with a man who engages in 
intercourse with a menstruating woman? 


Rav Pappa left Rav Shmuel in embarrassment and came before Rav 
Shimi bar Ashi, to whom he related this incident. Rav Shimi bar 
Ashi said to him: What is the reason that you did not respond to 

him that the ruling of the mishna is stated with regard to a Samari- 
tan who immersed in a ritual bath and arose from his impure status, 
and subsequently trod on the garments of a haver, which means 

they are now considered the bedding of the Samaritan, and then 

those garments of the haver went and touched teruma? In such a 

case one does not burn the teruma. 


As, if one would say to burn it due to the impurity of an am ha ‘aretz, 
he has immersed in a ritual bath. And if one were to suggest that it 

should be burned because the Samaritan is one who engages in 

intercourse with a menstruating woman, this too is an unsatisfac- 
tory reason. This is because it is uncertain whether he recently 
engaged in intercourse with his wife, in which case his immersion 

does not remove his impurity; and it is uncertain whether he did 

not recently engage in intercourse with his wife, in which case he 

is in fact pure. 


And even if you say that he recently engaged in intercourse with 
his wife, another uncertainty remains: It is uncertain whether his 
wife began counting seven days from an emission of green blood 
and ignored any subsequent emission of red blood and completed 
her count for the green blood, which would mean that she was in 
fact a menstruating woman when she engaged in sexual intercourse 
with her husband; and it is uncertain whether she did not com- 
plete a count of seven days from the emission of the green blood, 
rather from the emission of red blood, in which case she was not a 
menstruating woman when her husband engaged in intercourse 
with her. And therefore this is a compound uncertainty, and 
there is a principle that one does not burn feruma on account of a 
compound uncertainty." 


BACKGROUND 


Haver - an: The haverim were members of a group or class 
of people who were meticulous in their observance of several 
mitzvot that most common people [amei haaretz] were not 
strict in observing. One who sought to enter a society of this 
kind had to accept its practices formally in the presence of three 
other members, who served as a kind of court for this purpose. 
The main emphasis of these groups was the strict observance of 
the halakhot of teruma and tithes and careful adherence to the 


And one does not burn teruma on account of a compound 
uncertainty — mana PIW xb XPD PIÐNI: If it is uncertain 
whether or not teruma touched the garments of an am ha‘aretz 
one does not burn the teruma, but it remains in abeyance. The 
reason is that this impurity itself applies only due to uncertainty, 


HALAKHA 


halakhot of ritual purity, to the extent that they would eat even 
non-sacred food in a state of purity. As a rule, a Torah scholar was 
typically a haver, but a haver was not necessarily a Torah scholar. 
Acceptance as a member of this group removed an individual 
from the category of a common, uneducated person, and his 
statements with regard to tithes and ritual purity were deemed 
reliable. In later generations, the term took on a more restricted 
meaning and was used in reference only to prominent scholars. 


and even if the am haaretz is impure it is uncertain whether the 
teruma touched him. Accordingly, this is a compound uncer- 
tainty and the halakha is that in a case of a compound uncer- 
tainty one leaves the teruma in abeyance (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 13:13). 
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HALAKHA 

The garments of an am ha‘aretz, etc. - y% DY TA 
^a: An am ha‘aretz, although he is a full-fledged 
Jew, and even if he is versed in Torah and mitzvot, 
has the presumptive status of ritual impurity, and 
his garments have the ritual impurity imparted by 
the treading of a zav for those who are scrupulous 
with regard to impurity. Consequently, his garments 
impart impurity to food or drink they touch, and 
likewise they render impure an earthenware ves- 
sel through its airspace. Furthermore, although this 
impurity is due to uncertainty, one burns teruma that 
came into contact with these garments (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 10:1). 


NOTES 


Sadducee girls — ppit¥ njaa: The early commentar- 
ies write that Sadducees are considered Jews in all 
regards, but as they deny basic articles of faith in the 
Torah, in practice the halakhic status of their women 
depends on their behavior (Meiri). Some commen- 
taries maintain that after the Sadducees went astray 
and ceased acting in accordance with the strictures 
of halakha they became considered like full-fledged 
gentiles (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


230 NIDDA: PEREK IV: 338-9119 


TNT TNT DY Ra DWA AY pD 
way PUND BTID YINT OY RI N 
DWY M > 


n3 amw paa ppg naa 00 
WBP Y- NaN STE 
mwm- ww any 
sy ORW ym aby) vain pia 

sma 2713 N37? wry 


xB PKA KADD ATD NYDN 7193 
na niamiaw paa pprty nia yaw 
K nema p - pnia ya 
WIP -MOVD MIDE VOR WD - KAND 
repens pga — ew ayia n39) 
xD) ia KYY I3 - KADD NT 

yn yawn 


DYI sini pi 9a] PNT yow KA 
arta nay) wow ww myx wD 17 
WAND NIP MBP KANT 720 PNA 

A pow Ym 


Rav Pappa raised an objection to Rav Shimi bar Ashi: And let one 
derive that the garments of the haver are impure because they came 
into contact with the garments of an am ha‘aretz. As the Master 
said: The garments of an am ha ‘aretz" are considered impure with 
the ritual impurity imparted by the treading of a zav, which means 
they impart impurity to people and to garments, for individuals who 
are scrupulous with regard to impurity [perushin].® Rav Shimi bar 
Ashi said to Rav Pappa: The mishna is referring to a naked Samari- 
tan. Consequently, none of his garments came into contact with the 
garments of the haver. 


MI SHN A With regard to Sadducee’ girls," when they 


were accustomed to follow in the ways of 
their Sadducee ancestors their status is like that of Samaritan 
women, whose halakha was discussed in the previous mishna. If the 
Sadducee women abandoned the customs of their ancestors in order 
to follow in the ways of the Jewish people their status is like that of 
a Jewish woman. Rabbi Yosei says: Their status is always like that 
of a Jewish woman, until they will abandon the ways of the Jewish 
people in order to follow in the ways of their Sadducee ancestors. 
GEMA A dilemma was raised before the Sages: 
What is the halakha in an unspecified case, 
i.e., when the custom of a Sadducee woman is unknown? The Gemara 
suggests: Come and hear evidence from the mishna: With regard to 
Sadducee girls, when they are accustomed to follow in the ways 
of their Sadducee ancestors their status is like that of Samaritan 
women. It can be inferred from the mishna that in an unspecified 
case their status is like that of a Jewish woman. The Gemara rejects 
this suggestion: Say the latter clause: If the Sadducee women aban- 
doned the customs of their ancestors in order to follow in the ways 
of the Jewish people their status is like that of aJewish woman. One 
may infer from this that in an unspecified case their status is like 
that of Samaritan women. Rather, no inference is to be learned 
from this mishna. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear the last clause of the mishna, 
as we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei says: Their status is 
always like that of a Jewish woman, until they will abandon the 
ways of the Jewish people in order to follow in the ways of their 
Sadducee ancestors. By inference, one may conclude that the first 
tanna holds that in an unspecified case their status is like that of 
Samaritan women. The Gemara affirms: Conclude from it that this 
is the case. 


Perushin — pýna: The name perushin, or Pharisees, is usually under- 
stood as referring to the rabbinic Sages, particularly during the late 
Second Temple period. Depending on context, the name can be an 
amei ha‘aretz or Sadducees. The Sages rarely referred 
to themselves with this term, which was used more often by their 
opponents. The root peh, reish, shin can denote both interpretation 


antonym o 


and separation. Therefore, while some suggest 


means those who interpret or expound, i.e., those who expound 
the Written Torah, many explain that it means separatists. The ref- 
erence to the Sages as separatists who reject community norms 
could be either a positive or a negative appellation, depending on 
. It can also refer to 


one's perspective on general society at the time 
separation from forbidden sexual intercourse. 1 
perushin were the tanna‘im of the Mishna. 


Sadducees — pity: At the end of the Second 1 
in subsequent years, groups o 


sects, which by and large consisted of differen 


Although these groups differed from one another, they all devi- 
veled accusations 


ated from the accepted halakha. They also le 


Jews strayed from the path of the 
Sages to various degrees. The first Christians were among these 


against the Sages, often claiming that the Sages 


observe the halakha in an absolute manner and instead interpreted 


the halakha as they saw fit. 


BACKGROUND 


The source of the name Sadducees is a man called Tzadok, who 
was a student of Antigonus of Sokho, a Sage from the start of the 
period of the zugot, or Pairs, the early period of the tanna‘im. Tzadok 
did not believe in the reality of the World-to-Come. A similar group 
was called the Boethusians, named after Baitos, another heretical 
disciple of Antigonus of Sokho. 

The conflicts between the Sages and the Sadducees were 
manifested in various areas, both ideological and political. In addi- 
tion to denying the reality of the World-to-Come, the Sadducees 
rejected the halakhic traditions espoused by the Sages, choos- 
ing to interpret the Torah according to their own rationale and 
understanding. Although the Sadducees themselves eventually 
enacted various ordinances of their own, these were not rooted in 
any tradition. While the Sadducees comprised only a minority of 
the population they enjoyed a great deal of political influence, as 
they maintained close ties to the later Hasmonean kings. They used 
this influence to exacerbate the conflict between the king and the 
Sages, and to rebuff the Sages wherever possible. As a result, the 
Sages responded in kind and rejected all Sadducee practices, even 
if they were perfectly acceptable from a halakhic perspective. They 
also enacted certain decrees specifically against Sadducee customs, 
in the formula of the Gemara: To remove a misconception from the 
heart of the Sadducees. 


the term perushin 


he greatest of the 


emple period and 


types of Gnostics. 
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§ The Sages taught: There was an incident involving a certain 
Sadducee who was conversing with the High Priest in the 
marketplace, and as he was speaking, saliva [tzinora]' sprayed 
from his mouth and fell onto the garments of the High Priest. 
And the face of the High Priest turned green," as he feared that 
his garments had been rendered ritually impure. And he rushed 
to the Sadducee’s wife" to inquire whether she properly observed 
the halakhot of menstruation, in which case his garments were not 
rendered impure by the saliva of her husband, as he is not consid- 
ered one who engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman. 


She said to him: Even though women such as myself are the 
wives of Sadducees, who do not follow in the ways of the perushim, 
they are scared of the perushim and they show their blood to the 
Sages when an uncertainty arises. The garments of the High Priest 
are therefore pure, as the Sadducee wives properly observe the 
halakhot of menstruation. 


Rabbi Yosei says: We are familiar with the wives of Sadducees 
more so than everyone else, as they are our neighbors, and I can 
testify that they all show their blood to the Sages, except for a 
certain woman who was living in our neighborhood who did 
not show her blood to the Sages, and she died, as a punishment 
for her behavior. 


The Gemara objects: And let the High Priest derive that his gar- 
ments are impure due to the saliva of an am ha‘aretz, which 
imparts impurity. Abaye said: That case involved a Sadducee 
haver, who was particular with regard to the halakhot of ritual 
purity. Rava said: Are you equating a Sadducee haver with a man 
who engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman? After 
all, the High Priest was initially concerned that the Sadducee might 
engage in intercourse with his wife while she is still menstruating. 
Rather, Rava said: 


This incident occurred during a pilgrimage Festival, either Pass- 
over, Sukkot, or Shavuot, and the Sages rendered the ritual impu- 
rity of an am ha aretz during a pilgrimage Festival as purity." As 

it is written: “And all the men of Israel gathered to the city, like 

one man, united [haverim]” (Judges 20:11). Whenever all the 

Jewish people gather in a single place, such as on a pilgrimage 

Festival, the verse renders all of them haverim, even one who is 

an am haaretz. There was therefore no concern for impurity due 

to the saliva of an am haaretz. Yet, the High Priest was concerned 

that this Sadducee was one who engages in intercourse with a 

menstruating woman. 


NOTES 
ST 


As it is written...like one man united [haverim] - 
DAN INK wa: In the Jerusalem Talmud, in Hagiga, chapter 
3,a different source verse is cited: “Jerusalem, that is built as a 
city that is compact [hubbera] together” (Psalms 122:3), which 
is interpreted to mean that Jerusalem renders all who are inside 
it into haverim. And when is this the case? As the verse states: 
“When the tribes went up there, the tribes of the Lord” (Psalms 
122:4). By contrast, see Jerusalem Talmud Bava Kamma, chap- 
ter 7, where a different interpretation of this verse is stated: 
Jerusalem is a city which joins [mehaberet] all Jews together. 


The later commentaries explain that the two interpretations 
complement each other, as on the pilgrimage Festivals the 
hearts of Jews are drawn close together (Maharatz Hayyut). 

The Rambam provides a logical rationale for this principle: 
It can be assumed that all people purify themselves properly 
in order to bring the Festival offerings, and therefore one may 
rely upon them all. He adds this reason because the verses 
adduced by the Talmud are intended merely as allusions, and 
consequently it is necessary to provide a more substantial 
justification for this halakha (Tosefot Yom Tov). 
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LANGUAGE 


Saliva [tzinora] — x1a¥: The origin of this word in unclear, 
but it is apparently related to tzinor, a hollow pipe or spout 
through which water flows. Tzinora can also refer to a trickle 
of liquid, or in this case a spray of saliva. 


NOTES 


And the face of the High Priest turned green — prim 
bina i> by 133: The later commentaries note that this story 
parallels the incident recounted in Yoma (47a) involving 
Rabbi Yishmael ben Kimhit, who was in fact a High Priest. 
The Gemara there relates that he was talking with a certain 
officer in the marketplace when the officer's saliva sprayed 
onto his clothes, and the commentaries explain that this 
occurred on Yom Kippur (Rashi) or on the eve of Yom Kip- 
pur (Maharsha, citing the Jerusalem Talmud). According to 
the Tosefta, Rabbi Yishmael ben Kimhit went to converse 
with the king. Similarly, one can say that the incident here 
also occurred on Yom Kippur, and it was necessary for the 
High Priest to speak with the Sadducee for matters of public 
importance. It was for this reason that the High Priest was 
so upset, since if he contracted ritual impurity he would be 
unable to perform the Yom Kippur service. 


And he rushed to the Sadducee’s wife - inwy byy om: 
The early commentaries ask why the High Priest relied on 
he statement of the Sadducee's wife, in light of the principle 
hat one who is suspected with regard to a certain matter is 
not deemed credible to testify about it (see Bekhorot 35a). 
They further ask why he did not inquire about her status 
rom the Sadducee himself. They explain that even one who 
is suspected concerning a matter is deemed credible if he 
speaks offhandedly. As the Sadducee himself had seen the 
High Priest's reaction he would have known how important 
his response would be, and therefore any answer he would 
give could not have been accepted. By contrast, his wife 
could be classified as one who speaks offhandedly, provided 
hat her husband had not yet informed her of the incident. 
Therefore, the High Priest rushed to ask her before she spoke 
o her husband (Ran; Ritva). Others explain that one who is 
suspected with regard to a certain matter is not deemed 
credible to testify about it if he stands to gain in some form 
rom his testimony, whereas here the Sadducee woman 
would not benefit from lying (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

The impurity of an am ha‘aretz during a pilgrimage 
Festival — bya YI87 oY MMW: During pilgrimage Festivals, 
all members of the Jewish people are considered haverim 
and are ritually pure, including their vessels, drinks, and food. 
They are likewise deemed credible with regard to all purity, 
whether that of sacrificial food or teruma. Once the Festival 
has ended, they return to their impure state. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:9). 
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NOTES 


And Beit Hillel say the blood of a gentile is like that 
of her saliva and her urine — 71D DVIK or mn 
ron yam: This dispute between Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel is cited by Rabbi Yehuda at the beginning of 
the fifth chapter of Fduyyot, as a rare dispute in which 
Beit Shammai maintain a more lenient opinion than 
that of Beit Hillel. But the Rabbis do not agree with 
Rabbi Yehuda in this regard. Some commentaries 
maintain that according to the Rabbis the opinions 
should be reversed, so that Beit Shammai rule more 
stringently than Beit Hillel, while others contend that 
according to the Rabbis Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel 
did not disagree with regard to this halakha at all (see 
Tosefot Yom Tov). 


And Beit Hillel say her blood imparts impurity 
whether moist or dry - n> save Dinix Son ma 
wN: Beit Hillel maintain that the blood of a woman 
after childbirth remains impure by Torah law until 
she immerses in a ritual bath. The early commentar- 
ies dispute whether she is rendered a menstruating 
woman due to this blood. Some claim that any blood 
she sees during her days of purity after childbirth does 
not render her a menstruating woman, even if she has 
not immersed, despite the fact that the blood itself is 
impure (Rashba; Ritva; Tosafot on 36a; Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:8). Others contend that 
this blood does render her a menstruating woman. This 
latter opinion is cited by the Meiri on 35b, although the 
Meiri himself rejects it. 


The Sages decreed concerning them that they shall 
be like zavin in all their matters - wrw why ane) 
papa bab pata: The Gemara in Shabbat 17b indicates 
that this is one of the so-called eighteen matters, the 
decrees issued by the students of Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel which were in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai. By contrast, it can be inferred from 
Avoda Zara 36b that this decree dates back to the 
period of the Hasmonean kings. Some commentaries 
explain that the initial decree referred only to an adult 
gentile who saw an emission of ziva, and the students 
of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel later extended it to 
include even gentile minors, even when they did not 
experience an emission (Maharsha on Shabbat 21b). 
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With regard to the blood of 
MISHNA it regar to i oo 9 a menstruating 


gentile woman" or a gentile zava, and the 
blood discharged by a female Jewish leper during the days of puri- 
ty" ofa woman who gives birth, Beit Shammai deem them ritually 
pure, and Beit Hillel say: The halakhic status of the blood of the 
gentile woman is like that of her saliva and her urine," which impart 
impurity only while moist. Likewise, the blood discharged by a 
Jewish leper during the days of purity imparts impurity only when 
moist. 


With regard to the blood of a woman who gave birth and reached 
the conclusion of her days of impurity, i.e., seven days after giving 
birth to a male or fourteen days after giving birth to a female, but 
who did not yet immerse in a ritual bath, Beit Shammai say: 
Although she has yet to immerse in a ritual bath, the blood does not 
retain the halakhic status of menstrual blood. Rather, the status of 
the blood is like that of her saliva and her urine, and it imparts 
impurity only while moist. And Beit Hillel say: Since she did not 
immerse in a ritual bath, her blood is considered like that of a men- 
struating woman, and it imparts impurity whether it is moist 
or dry." 


And Beit Shammai concede to Beit Hillel in the case of a woman 
who gives birth as a zava, where the woman must count seven clean 
days from the conclusion of her days of impurity, that any blood she 
sees during those seven days imparts impurity whether it is moist 
or dry. 


GEMARA“< mishna teaches that according to Beit 


Shammai the blood of a gentile woman 
does not impart impurity. The Gemara objects: And do Beit Sham- 
mai not accept that which is taught with regard to the verse: “Speak 
to the children of Israel and say to them, when any man has an 
issue [zav] out of his flesh, his issue is impure” (Leviticus 15:2), from 
which it is inferred: By Torah law, the children of Israel become 
impure through ziva and gentiles do not become impure through 
ziva, but the Sages decreed concerning them that they shall be 
like zavin in all their matters of ritual purity. 


The Gemara responds: Beit Shammai could say to you that this was 
stated only with regard to males, not females. As, if it was stated 
even with regard to females, how should one act with regard to 
this impurity? Should their blood impart impurity whether it is 
moist or dry? If so, you have rendered it like blood that imparts 
impurity by Torah law, and people will mistakenly come to burn 
teruma that comes into contact with it. Perhaps one will suggest that 
it should impart impurity only while it is moist and it should not 
impart impurity when it is dry. But if so, you will have differenti- 
ated between moist and dry blood even with regard to blood that 
is impure by Torah law, i.e., one might mistakenly conclude that the 
blood of Jewish women imparts impurity only when it is moist, 
when in fact it imparts impurity whether it is moist or dry. 


HALAKHA 


The blood of a menstruating gentile woman — mia 07: With 
regard to the blood of a gentile menstruating woman or a gentile 
zava, and the blood of a gentile woman after childbirth, although 
they do not impart impurity by Torah law, they do impart impurity 


by rabbinic law while they are moist. They are considered as a pri- 


mary source of ritual impurity, and therefore they impart impurity 
to vessels through contact, and to people through contact and 
by carrying. This impurity applies by rabbinic law. One is not liable 
to bring an offering for entering the Temple in the state of ritual 
impurity imparted by them, and one does not burn teruma and 
consecrated items that come into contact with them. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:10). 


Blood discharged by a female Jewish leper during the days of 
purity — nytiva bw Mav oT: In the case of a female leper who 
gave birth and who immersed seven days after the birth of a male 
or fourteen days after the birth of a female, her blood of purity 
is ritually impure like the saliva and urine of a regular leper. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 5:5). 


The Sages decreed concerning them that they shall be like 
zavin in all their matters - opat bab pars ew jpby wn: 
Although by Torah law the impurities of menstruation, ziva, anda 
woman after childbirth do not apply to gentiles, the Sages decreed 
that all gentiles, male and female, should always be considered 
like zavim with regard to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:10 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 4:4). 
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The Gemara objects: If so, then with regard to the saliva and urine 
ofa gentile zava, which impart impurity by rabbinic law only when 
moist, Beit Shammai should also rule that they do not impart impu- 
rity at all, in order to distinguish their saliva and urine from that of 
a Jewish zava, which by Torah law impart impurity only when moist 
(see 54b). The Gemara responds: Since we implement a conspicu- 
ous marker with regard to the blood of a gentile woman, i.e., it is 
clear that her status is different from that of a Jewish woman in that 
her blood does not impart impurity whatsoever, everyone will 
know that the impurity of her saliva and her urine is only by rab- 
binic law, and there is no concern that people might come to mis- 
takenly burn teruma that comes into contact with the saliva and 
urine ofa gentile zava. 


The Gemara persists: And let them implement a conspicuous 
marker with regard to the saliva and urine ofa gentile woman, that 
they should not impart impurity whatsoever, and let them deem 
her blood impure even when dry. In this manner, everyone will 
know that the impurity of a gentile woman applies only by rabbinic 
law, and they will not come to treat that which is impure by Torah 
law in the same manner. The Gemara responds: With regard to her 
saliva and her urine, which are relatively common, the Sages 
decreed that they are impure, but with regard to her blood, which 
is not as common, the Sages did not decree that it is impure. 


§ With regard to a gentile man, Rava says: The ziva of a gentile man 
is ritually impure," even according to the opinion of Beit Sham- 
mai, who maintain that the ziva ofa gentile woman does not impart 
impurity whatsoever. By contrast, the semen of a gentile is pure," 
even according to the opinion of Beit Hillel, who hold that the 
blood of menstruating gentiles and the blood of their ziva imparts 
impurity when it is moist. 


Rava elaborates: The ziva of a gentile man is impure, even accord- 
ing to the opinion of Beit Shammai, as it is possible to implement 
a conspicuous marker with his semen, i.e., since his semen does 
not impart impurity whatsoever, everyone will know that the impu- 
rity imparted by the ziva of a gentile applies by rabbinic law, and 
they will not come to burn teruma that comes in contact with the 
ziva of a gentile. 


And the semen ofa gentile is ritually pure, even according to the 
opinion of Beit Hillel. This is because the Sages had to implement 
a conspicuous marker with regard to it™ to indicate that the ziva 
ofa gentile imparts impurity only by rabbinic law in order that they 
will not come to burn teruma and consecrated items that come 
into contact with their ziva, as must be performed with teruma and 
consecrated items that contract impurity by Torah law. 


The Gemara objects: And let the Sages implement a conspicuous 
marker with regard to the ziva of a gentile man, that it should not 
impart impurity whatsoever, and let them deem his semen impure. 
The Gemara explains: With regard to his ziva, which is not depen- 
dent on an action he performs but is emitted on its own, the Sages 
decreed that it is impure; with regard to his semen, which is depen- 
dent on an action he performs, the Sages did not decree that it is 
impure. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following mishna (Mikvaot 
8:4) supports Rava’s opinion: In the case of a gentile woman who 
discharged semen that came from a Jew" who engaged in inter- 
course with her, the semen is impure, as it came from a Jew. And in 
the case of a Jewish woman who discharged semen that came from 
a gentile," the semen is pure. What, is it not correct to say that the 
mishna means the semen of the gentile is entirely pure, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rava? The Gemara refutes this sugges- 
tion: No, perhaps the mishna means that the semen of a gentile is 
pure by Torah law but impure by rabbinic law, whereas according 
to Rava, the semen of a gentile is pure even by rabbinic law. 


HALAKHA 


The ziva of a gentile man is ritually impure — xy ijt: 
Although gentiles do not contract the impurity of ziva by 
Torah law, the Sages decreed they should contract the 
impurity of ziva, in the case of a male from the age of nine 
years and one day, and a female from three years and one 
day. They did not apply this decree to children younger 
than that age (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 2:10). 


The semen of a gentile is pure — Wt» PP: Although the 
Sages decreed impurity on the ziva emission of gentiles, 
they did not decree likewise with regard to their semen, 
and it is ritually pure even by rabbinic law. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:10 and Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 5:17). 


The Sages implement a conspicuous marker with 
regard to it — K197 pa AA NIY: Why didn’t the Sages 
decree impurity on the semen of gentiles? In order to make 
known that their impurity of ziva applies by rabbinic law, 
as people would realize that if a gentile was a zav by Torah 
law then his semen would be a primary source of ritual 
impurity like the semen of a zav. Since they will know 
that the impurity is by rabbinic law, they will not burn 
teruma and consecrated items which came into contact 
with them (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 2:10). 


A gentile woman who discharged semen that came 
from a Jew -bywa yay nasw mebsw mia: In the case of 
a gentile woman Who discharged semen that came from 
a Jew, if this happened within three twelve-hour periods 
after engaging in intercourse, the semen is ritually impure. 
If it occurred later than that, it is uncertain whether or not 
it is still classified as semen (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 5:16). 


A Jewish woman who discharged semen that came 
from a gentile — ism p y y nasw mbsw dew na: In the 
case of a Jewish woman who discharged semen that came 
from a gentile, since the semen of a gentile is not ritually 
impure, she is pure even if three twelve-hour periods had 
not passed since she engaged in intercourse with him 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 5:17 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


The Sages implement a conspicuous marker with 
regard to it — X997 pay ma Ty: Since the ziva of a 
Jewish male imparts impurity only when moist, the only 
available conspicuous marker is to deem some emission 
of a gentile male ritually pure (Rashi). 

The Gemara here indicates that the semen of a gentile 
is ritually pure, but in the Jerusalem Talmud (Shabbat 1:4) it 
is stated that the eighteen matters include the decree that 
the semen of gentiles is impure. The Gemara there states 
that this is puzzling, as Rabbi Yohanan rules that the semen 
of a gentile is pure. The answer given is that the decree was 
due to the fact that in practice it is impossible for semen to 
be emitted without some trace of urine (see Korban HaEda). 
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The Gemara cites another source that possibly supports Rava’s opin- 
ion: Come and hear a baraita: You are found to say the semen of a 
Jew is impure wherever it is found, 


even if it is in the womb of a gentile woman. If she discharges this 
semen, it imparts ritual impurity. And by contrast, the semen of a 
gentile is ritually pure wherever it is found, even ifit is in the womb 
of a Jewish woman, except for any urine that intermingled with 
it." In other words, if the semen of a gentile intermingled with 
his urine, the mixture is impure due to the urine it contains, as the 
Sages decreed that a gentile is considered like a zav in all matters. 
Consequently, his urine imparts impurity. 


The Gemara continues: And if you would say in rejection of this 
proof: Here as well, the baraita means that the semen of a gentile is 
ritually pure by Torah law but impure by rabbinic law, one may 
respond: Since the baraita states that the urine of a gentile is impure, 
is that to say that her urine, i.e., the urine of the gentile that inter- 
mingled with his semen and is now inside the womb of the Jewish 
woman, is ritually impure by Torah law? Isn't it impure only by 
rabbinic law? Rather, conclude from the baraita that the semen 
of a gentile is pure even by rabbinic law. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, conclude from it that this is so. 


The Master said above in a baraita: The semen of a Jew is impure 
wherever it is found, even if it is in the womb of a gentile woman. 
The Gemara suggests: Let one resolve from this baraita a dilemma 
that Rav Pappa raises. As Rav Pappa raises a dilemma: What is the 
halakha with regard to the semen of a Jew in the womb of a gentile 
woman? Let one conclude from the baraita that the semen is impure. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Rav Pappa does not raise his 
dilemma with regard to the semen of a Jew that is in the womb of a 
gentile woman within three days of their intercourse, as such semen 
is impure. Rather, when Rav Pappa raises his dilemma it is with 
regard to semen in the womb of the gentile more than three days 
after their intercourse. What is the halakha in such a case? 


The Gemara explains the sides of the dilemma: Do we say that as 
Jewish women are concerned about the proper fulfillment of mitz- 
vot, their bodies are hot and semen in their wombs becomes foul 
within three days, whereas gentile women are not concerned about 
the proper fulfillment of mitzvot and therefore their bodies are 
not hot and semen in their wombs does not become foul within 
three days? Or perhaps, since gentiles eat repugnant creatures and 
creeping animals, their bodies are also hot and semen in their 
wombs becomes foul within three days? Since no resolution is found, 
the Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved." 


NOTES 


Except for any urine intermingled with it - maw oon yon yan: 
The commentaries disagree as to the meaning of this clause, of 
which there are slightly different versions. Some say it serves to 
exclude the urine of the gentile, i.e., the decree of the Sages with 
regard to the impurity of the urine of a gentile applies even when 
it is mixed with his semen (Rashi). The later commentaries explain 
that according to Rashi's interpretation, the correct version of the 
text should be: Apart from his urine inside it. Others accept the 
standard version of the text, and maintain that it is referring to 
the woman's urine. This urine is impure because it touched the 
woman, who herself is ritually impure due to her contact with the 
zav ina place that is not a concealed part of the body (Rashash). 


The dilemma shall stand unresolved - 379m: The ruling authori- 
ties disagree as to the halakha in this case. Some write that as 
the dilemma is left unresolved by the Gemara one should be 
stringent due to uncertainty (Jashbetz). Others maintain that one 
should add a day and deem semen impure even on the fourth 
day after intercourse (Meiri). The Rambam in Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 5:16, leaves this issue as an uncertainty and 
does not rule that one should treat it stringently, and the later 
commentaries analyze his opinion (Arukh LaNer). 
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§ The mishna teaches: With regard to blood discharged by a female 
Jewish leper during the days of purity of a woman who gives birth, 
Beit Shammai deem it ritually pure and Beit Hillel say it imparts 
impurity only while moist. The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning 
of Beit Hillel, i.e., from where is their opinion derived? Rabbi 
Yitzhak says: The verse states at the conclusion of the passage dis- 
cussing impure individuals: “Whether it be a male or a female” 
(Leviticus 15:33). “Whether it be a male” serves to include the 
sources of bodily emissions of a male leper, teaching that they 
also impart impurity. Likewise, the phrase “or a female” serves to 
include the sources of bodily emissions of a female leper, teaching 
that they too impart impurity. 


What is meant by the sources of bodily emissions of a female leper? 
If we say that this is referring to the rest of her sources, e.g., her 
saliva and urine, this can be derived from the halakha of a male 
leper. Rather, it is referring to her blood, and the verse serves to 
render impure the blood of a leper discharged during the days of 
her purity. 


The Gemara asks: And how do Beit Shammai, who maintain the 
blood is ritually pure, interpret the verse? They contend that the 
halakha with regard to the emissions of a female leper cannot be 
derived from that of a male leper, as such a comparison can be 
refuted as follows: What is unique about a male leper? He is unique 
in that he is required to let his hair grow and rend his garments, 
and he is prohibited to engage in sexual intercourse. Can you say, 
then, that the same halakhot should apply to the emissions of a 
female leper, to whom all the aforementioned requirements do not 
apply? Consequently, the verse is necessary to teach that the saliva 
and urine of a female leper are impure. 


The Gemara asks: And how do Beit Hillel respond? They respond 
as follows: If the verse serves to include only the saliva and urine of 
a female leper, then let the Merciful One write this halakha only 
with regard to a female leper. And there will be no need to write it 
with regard to a male leper, as I will say that the saliva and urine of 
a male leper are impure by an a fortiori inference: And what, if with 
regard to a female leper, who is not required to let her hair grow 
and rend her garments," and it is not prohibited for her to engage 
in sexual intercourse, the Merciful One nevertheless includes her 
sources of bodily emissions as impure, then in the case of a male 
leper, to whom all the aforementioned requirements apply, is it not 
all the more so that his emissions are impure? 


Therefore, if the phrase “whether it be a male” is not needed for the 
matter of a male leper, as this halakha may be derived by an a fortiori 
inference, apply it to the matter of a female leper. And if it is not 
needed for the matter of her other sources of bodily emissions, as 
they are derived from the phrase “or a female,” apply it to the matter 
of her blood, i.e., to render impure the blood of her days of purity. 


The Gemara asks: And how do Beit Shammai respond? They would 
answer that the halakha with regard to the emissions of a male leper 
cannot be derived by an a fortiori inference from the halakha of a 
female leper, as it can be refuted as follows: What is unique about 
a female? She is unique in that she is rendered impure as a zava 
even by sightings that occur due to circumstances beyond her 
control. Can you say that the same halakhot should apply to the 
emissions of a male, for whom this is not the case? 


The Gemara asks: And how do Beit Hillel respond? They respond 
as follows: Can it be that we are standing and dealing with the 
halakhot of a leper, and Beit Shammai are attempting to refute 
the a fortiori inference by citing matters pertaining to a zav? The 
Gemara asks: And as for Beit Shammai? According to Beit Sham- 
mai, this is a legitimate refutation of the a fortiori inference, as they 
refute it through the common name of impurity that applies to 
both a leper and a zav. 


5911p. NIDDA ` PEREK IV ` 34B 


NOTES 

A female leper, who is not required to let her 
hair grow and rend her garments — AYR 73/73 
maa AWS may: The Torah states with regard 
to a confirmed leper: “And the leper in whom the 
plague is, his clothes shall be rent, and the hair 
of his head shall go loose” (Leviticus 13:45). The 
Sages derived from the phrase: “He is a leprous 
man” (Leviticus 13:44), that these obligations apply 
only a to male leper (Karetot 8b). 
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NOTES 


His semen does not impart impurity - y% nasw 
Tava xb by: The minor referred to here is a boy 
less than nine years old. It was stated in 32b that it is 
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the 
semen of such a minor does not impart impurity. 
Nevertheless, there are different opinions among 
the later commentaries with regard to the halakha 
of a minor. Some write that the statement that a 
minor does not transmit the impurity of a seminal 
discharge does not mean that his semen does not 
impart impurity. Rather, it means that it is assumed 
that as a minor he has not experienced a seminal 
discharge. But if it is known for certain that he did 
have a seminal discharge, he is ritually impure even if 
he is one day old (Magen Avraham). Others question 
this opinion, as the wording of the Gemara here: His 
semen does not impart impurity, is apparently refer- 
ring to the semen itself, not the presumptive status 
of the minor (Dagul MeRevava; Hok Ya'akov, Hatam 
Sofer). Some say that this opinion, that the semen of 
a minor younger than nine years old does not impart 
impurity, is the ruling of the Rambam in Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 5:2. Yet others maintain 
that although the semen of a minor does not impart 
impurity to others, it does render the minor himself 
ritually impure, like any other male who had a semi- 
nal emission (Noda BiYehuda). 


The verse teaches with regard to the zov that it 
is impure - KAY NITY I7 by a: The Gemara 
later on (55a) explains that it is unnecessary for the 
verse to state that ziva imparts impurity through 
contact, as its status should be no less stringent than 
semen, which itself imparts impurity through con- 
tact. Accordingly, the verse must be coming to add 
to the impurity of ziva, i.e., that it imparts impurity 
through carrying as well. 
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And if you wish, say that Beit Shammai could say to you: That 
phrase “whether it be a male” is necessary to teach another hala- 
kha, that the phrase “whether it be a male” serves to include any- 
one who is a male, whether an adult or a minor, in the halakhot 
ofa zav. And how do Beit Hillel respond? They derive this halakha 
from the following verse: “This is the law of the zav, and of 
him from whom the flow of seed goes out, so that he is unclean 
through it” (Leviticus 15:32). The verse indicates that the halakhot 
ofa zav apply to any male, whether he is an adult or whether he is 
a minor." 


Q The Gemara mentioned earlier that a minor is included in the 
halakhot of a zav. In this regard Rav Yosef says: When Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Lakish taught the halakhot of a zav, he raised this 
dilemma: With regard to the first sighting of ziva of a zav who is 
a minor, what is the halakha as to whether it imparts impurity 
through contact? Does one say that as the Merciful One states: 
“This is the law of the zav, and of him from whom the flow of 
seed goes out” (Leviticus 15:32), one’s ziva is thereby compared to 
his semen? 


Accordingly, with regard to any male whose semen imparts impu- 
rity, his first sighting of ziva imparts impurity. And with regard 
to this minor, since his semen does not impart impurity," his first 
sighting does not impart impurity either. Or perhaps, since if 
this minor sees two emissions of ziva the first sighting combines 
with the second sighting to render him impure as a zav for seven 
days, this indicates that the first sighting of a minor is significant, 
and consequently it should render him impure until the evening, 
just like an adult male. 


Rava says: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: “This is the law 
of the zav,’ whether he is an adult or whether he is a minor. Since 
the verse equates an adult and a minor, just as with regard to an 
adult his first sighting imparts impurity, so too, with regard to a 
minor, his first sighting imparts impurity as well. 


The Gemara earlier stated that the phrase “whether it be a male” 
serves to include the sources of bodily emissions of a male leper, 
teaching that they impart impurity. In this regard Rav Yosef raises 

a dilemma: Granted, the first sighting of ziva of an otherwise 

ritually pure individual imparts impurity only through contact, 
as stated above, and only the second sighting imparts impurity 

through carrying. But with regard to the first sighting of ziva of a 

leper, what is the halakha as to whether it imparts impurity even 

through carrying? Does one say that the place of ziva in one’s 

body is considered a source, and therefore his ziva imparts impu- 
rity through carrying, like all the sources of bodily emissions of a 

leper? Or perhaps the place of ziva is not considered a source, 
in which case the first sighting of ziva does not impart impurity 

through carrying. 


Rava says: Come and hear proof from a baraita: The verse states: 

“When any man has an issue out of his flesh, his issue [zovo] is 
unclean” (Leviticus 15:2). The verse teaches with regard to the 
zov that it is impure," and that it imparts impurity through carrying. 
To what case is the verse referring? If we say it is referring to one 
who is just a zav and not a leper as well, and the verse is teaching 
that any drop of ziva emitted by him imparts impurity through 
carrying, 


This is the law of the zav whether he is an adult or whether he 


HALAKHA 


from the first sighting, and by carrying from the second sighting, 


is a minor — jop pa bina pa ata mjia ns: The ziva discharge ofa whether the zav is an adult male or a minor (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 


zav is a primary source of ritual impurity, like the zav himself. Con- 


Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:12). 


sequently, even the smallest discharge imparts impurity by touch 
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there is no need for the verse to teach this. After all, if this drop of 
ziva causes impurity for others, i.e., ifthe person emitting the drop 
imparts impurity through carrying, is it not all the more so that the 
drop itselfimparts impurity through carrying? Rather, itis obvious 
that the verse is referring to a drop of ziva from a zav who is also a 
leper.’ And it was necessary for the verse to teach this halakha, as it 
could not be derived by means of the a fortiori inference. This is 
because this drop of ziva is not what causes the leper to impart 
impurity through carrying; rather, it is his leprosy that causes him 
to impart impurity through carrying. 


Rava concludes: And as the verse mentions the word “issue” twice, 
it is evident that it is referring to a second sighting of ziva. From the 
fact that a verse was necessary to include a second sighting of ziva 
of a leper, teaching that his ziva imparts impurity through carrying, 
conclude from it that the place of ziva is not considered a source. 
If it were a source, then even the first sighting of ziva would impart 
impurity through carrying. 


Rav Yehuda of Diskarta® said to Rava: From where do you know 
that the verse is referring to a zav who is also a leper? Actually, 
perhaps I will say to you that the verse is referring to the ziva of 
one who is just a zav. And as for that a fortiori inference that you 
said: If this drop of ziva causes impurity for others, is it not all the 
more so that the drop itself imparts impurity through carrying, one 
can counter that inference. The case of the scapegoat” brought on 
Yom Kippur will prove that this a fortiori inference is not valid, as 
it causes impurity to others, since the dispatcher of the scapegoat 
is rendered ritually impure, and yet the goat itself is pure, as a living 
animal cannot be rendered impure. 


With regard to the dilemma raised by Rav Yosef about the first 
sighting of ziva of a leper, Abaye said: What is the reason he raises 
such a dilemma? But it was he who said that when the verse states: 

“This is the law of the zav” (Leviticus 15:32), it thereby teaches that 
the halakhot of a zav apply whether he is an adult or whether he is 
a minor. And since he derives this halakha from there, the verse: 

“And of them that have an issue [vehazav] of ziva, whether it be a 
male or a female” (Leviticus 15:33), remains available for him to 
derive as follows: “Whether it be a male” serves to include a male 
leper with regard to his sources of bodily emissions," and “or a 
female” serves to include a female leper with regard to her sources 
of bodily emissions. 


And as this verse discusses a full-fledged zav, and the word “issue” 
is mentioned twice, the Merciful One compares a leper to a full- 
fledged zav: Just as a full-fledged zav imparts impurity through 

carrying, so too, the first sighting of ziva of a leper" imparts 

impurity through carrying. 


To include a male leper with regard to his sources of bodily 
emissions — voinyad ysn nia: The early commentaries dis- 
pute Abaye's exposition of the phrase “for a male” in reference 
to a male leper, in light of the statement on 34b that according 


NOTES 


leper but is referring to the blood of purity of a female leper (see 
Tosafot; Rashba; Ran). Some explain that there is no contradiction 
between the two statements, as “for a male” is referring to both 
matters (see Rashba). 


to Beit Hillel this phrase is not necessary for the case of a male 


BACKGROUND 


Leprosy — nya: Traditionally rendered as leprosy, the 
term used in the Torah is not necessarily the medical 
equivalent of that disease. The Torah term is referring 
to symptoms that cause severe ritual impurity. The 
halakhot governing these symptoms are articulated 
at length in Leviticus, chapters 13-15, and in tractate 
Nega’im of the Mishna. There can be leprosy of the skin, 
the hair, articles of clothing, and houses. When a symp- 
tom appears, it is examined by a priest, as only a priest 
is authorized to determine whether to quarantine the 
affected person for a certain period or to declare imme- 
diately that the symptom is or is not leprosy. 

Leprosy is one of the primary sources of ritual 
impurity, and it is particularly severe in that it imparts 
ritual impurity to items found in the same enclosure 
with it, like the impurity caused by a corpse. A person 
afflicted with leprosy is sent out of the Israelite camp 
and must live alone until his affliction is cured. A cured 
leper undergoes certain rites outside the city and a 
purification ceremony in the Temple itself. As part of his 
purification, he is obligated to bring specific offerings. 


Diskarta — xmIpb7: Diskarta is the name of a place, 
derived from the Middle Persian dastagird, meaning 
an inherited plot of land. 


Scapegoat - nbnwan vy: On Yom Kippur, the Torah 
requires lots to be drawn between two goats, one to 
be sacrificed as a sin-offering in the Temple and one 
to be sent to Azazel (see Leviticus, chapter 16). This 
goat was thrown from a high desert cliff, 12-15 km 
from Jerusalem. Before sending the goat to its death, 
the High Priest would symbolically burden it with all 
the sins of the Jewish people, both their intentional 
and their unwitting violations. Afterward, he would 
send the goat to the desert with a man specifically 
designated for this task. The service associated with this 
goat, an essential part of the Yom Kippur ritual, atoned 
for sins for which no other offering atoned. 


HALAKHA 
The first sighting of a leper — ytix7a bw WT CT: 
The first ziva sighting of a leper imparts impurity 
through carrying by Torah law. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:13). 
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HALAKHA 

Sighting of a zav...due to circumstances beyond 
his control — ipx 172772... D.N: If a zav who 
experienced an emission was examined and it was 
found that his first emission was caused by an acci- 
dent while the second was not caused by an accident, 
he is a zav, but the first sighting does not count with 
two others to render him liable to bring an offering 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:5, 
and see also 2:2). 
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§ Rav Huna says: The first sighting of ziva of a zav imparts ritual 
impurity to one who comes into contact with it, even if the emis- 
sion occurred due to circumstances beyond his control, as it is 
stated: “This is the law of the zav, and of him from whom the flow 
of seed goes out” (Leviticus 15:32). The verse compares the first 
sighting of ziva to a seminal emission: Just as semen imparts impu- 
rity even if it occurs due to circumstances beyond his control, so 
too, the first sighting of a zav" imparts impurity even if it occurs 
due to circumstances beyond his control. 


The Gemara analyzes the statement of Rav Huna: Come and hear 
amishna (Zavim 2:2): With regard to aman who saw a first sighting 
of ziva, one examines him" to determine whether the discharge 
was caused by circumstances beyond his control. What, is it not 
that the purpose of this examination is to clarify that he does not 
have ritual impurity, i.e. if the discharge was due to circumstances 
beyond his control he remains pure, which contradicts the state- 
ment of Rav Huna? The Gemara responds: No, the purpose of this 
examination is to determine whether he will be obligated to bring 
an offering if he experiences another two discharges of ziva. If the 
first sighting was caused by circumstances beyond his control, it is 
not counted toward the three sightings that render one liable to 
bring an offering. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear the latter clause of the same 
mishna: When he experiences the second sighting of ziva, one 
examines him to determine whether the discharge was caused by 
circumstances beyond his control. For what purpose does one 
examine him? If we say that it is to exempt him from bringing an 
offering in the event that he experiences a third discharge but not 
to clarify that he does not have ritual impurity, this is untenable, as 
one may read here the verse: “An issue out of his flesh” (Leviticus 
15:2), from which it is derived that one is not rendered a zav if the 
discharge occurred due to circumstances beyond his control." 
Rather, is it not that the examination serves to clarify that he 
does not have ritual impurity? And from the fact that the examina- 
tion in the latter clause is for purposes of impurity, one may con- 
clude that the examination of the first clause is also for purposes 
of impurity. 


The Gemara rejects this: Are the cases comparable? This case is 
as it is, and that case is as it is. In other words, it is possible that 
each examination is intended for a different purpose. In particular, 
the first examination is meant to exempt him from bringing an 
offering, and the second examination pertains to both the offering 
and ritual impurity. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear the same mishna, which 
states that Rabbi Eliezer says: Even after the third discharge one 
examines him, because of the offering. In other words, if the third 
discharge occurred due to circumstances beyond his control, he is 
not liable to bring an offering. From the fact that according to Rabbi 
Eliezer the examination is due to the offering, one may conclude by 
inference that the first tanna is saying the examinations are for 
ritual impurity. Ifso, then according to the mishna one who has an 
initial discharge of ziva due to circumstances beyond his control 
remains pure. 


NOTES 


Just as semen imparts impurity due to circumstances beyond 
his control so too the first sighting of a zav - y% nasw ma 
a bw MIR TPIT AS Dixa Nabn: The statement that semen 
imparts impurity if it occurs due to accident is based on the fact 
that a seminal emission is caused by the accidental heating of 
the body (Rashi). 


One examines him — ini pptia: The mishna in tractate Zavim 
(2:2) lists seven possible causes of an emission that occurs due 


to circumstances beyond one’s control: Food, i.e., excessive con- 
sumption of food, or consumption of food items that are known to 
cause ziva; excessive drinking; lifting a burden; jumping; sickness; 
an arousing sight of a woman, even if he was not led to think 
about her; and the thought of a woman, even if he did not see 
her. If any of these circumstances were present before a zav expe- 
rienced a second discharge, it is assumed to be the cause of this 
emission, and the drops of ziva do not impart impurity through 
carrying. 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, this is not the proper expla- 
nation of the mishna. Rather, everyone agrees that the examination 
serves to exempt him from bringing an offering. And here they 
disagree with regard to whether one interprets instances of the 
word “et” in a verse. With regard to a zav, the verse states: “And of 
them that have an issue of ziva [vehazav et zovo], whether it be a 
male or a female” (Leviticus 15:33). The Rabbis do not interpret 
instances of the word “et,” and Rabbi Eliezer interprets instances 
of the word “et.” 


The Gemara elaborates: The Rabbis do not interpret instances of 
the word “et.” Therefore, they explain the verse as follows: “Hazav” 
is referring to one sighting; “zovo” makes two sightings, and when 

the verse states: “Whether it be a male,” this indicates that for the 

third sighting the Merciful One compares the halakha of a male 

to that of a female, i.e., just as a woman is rendered impure even 

through an emission of ziva due to circumstances beyond her con- 
trol, so too, the third sighting of ziva by a man renders him impure 

even if it occurs due to circumstances beyond his control. Accord- 
ingly, the Rabbis maintain that there is no need for an examination 

after the third sighting. 


And Rabbi Eliezer interprets instances of the word “et.” Therefore, 
he explains the verse as follows: “Hazav’” is referring to one sight- 
ing; “et” makes two sightings; “zovo” totals three sightings. Accord- 
ingly, even for the third sighting of ziva one must examine whether 
it was caused due to circumstances beyond his control. Ifit was, he 
is not liable to bring an offering. When the verse states: “Whether 
it be a male,” this indicates that for the fourth sighting the Merciful 
One compares the halakha of a male to that of a female," in that it 
is counted as a sighting even if it occurred due to circumstances 
beyond his control. 


The Gemara attempts to refute the statement of Rav Huna: Come 
and hear that which Rabbi Yitzhak says: But wasn’t a zav included 
in the category of one who experienced a seminal emission? Why, 
then, was he taken out and discussed in a separate passage? In order 
to be lenient with him and to be stringent with him relative to the 
halakhot of one who experienced a seminal emission. Rabbi Yitzhak 
elaborates: The separate passage serves to be lenient with him, as 
he is not rendered impure through an emission that occurs due 
to circumstances beyond his control, unlike one who experienced 
a seminal emission. And the separate passage serves to be stringent 
with him, 


as he renders impure the bedding upon which he lies and the seat 
upon which he sits, like a primary source of ritual impurity, which 
is not the case for one who experienced a seminal emission. 


The Gemara analyzes Rabbi Yitzhak’s statement: When does this 
statement apply, i.e., to which sighting of ziva is Rabbi Yitzhak refer- 
ring? If we say he is referring to the second sighting this is unten- 
able, for where in the verse was such a person included in the cat- 
egory of one who experienced a seminal emission? After the 
second sighting one is considered a full-fledged zav. Rather, it is 
obvious that he is referring to the first sighting. And yet Rabbi 
Yitzhak teaches: The separate passage discussing a zav serves to be 
lenient with him, as a zav is not rendered impure through an 
emission that occurs due to circumstances beyond his control. 
This contradicts the statement of Rav Huna. 


NOTES 

For the fourth sighting the Merciful One compares 
the halakha of a male to that of a female — 312 
nap KIINI PHPX: In other words, the Rabbis 
maintain that if one experiences a fourth emission 
of ziva, it negates any clean days counted thus far, 
even if the ziva was emitted due to circumstances 
beyond his control. 
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HALAKHA 


The discharge of ziva is similar to water of barley 
dough, etc. — "sya iyw Sw pya» matt ait: The 
ziva mentioned in the Torah is a discharge that 
results from a disease of the places in the body 
in which semen is collected. It is not discharged 
rom an erect penis like semen, and is not due to 
ust, nor does its release provide pleasure. Rather, 
it emerges watery like dough water of dark barley 
flour, and is similar in appearance to the white of 
an unfertilized egg. By contrast, semen is viscous 
and similar in appearance to the white of an egg 
hat is fertilized. The halakha is in accordance with 
he opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:1). 


NOTES 


If she did not immerse and she saw blood she 
is impure — NAV ANKT map x: The later com- 
mentaries explain that the wording of the Gemara 
here apparently indicates that Beit Hillel maintain 
that even in a case where she counted seven clean 
days, if she did not immerse and she subsequently 
experienced bleeding, she forfeits all seven days 
and is prohibited to her husband until she counts 
another seven clean days. Nevertheless, the Ram- 
bam rules that at this stage she immerses and is 
permitted to her husband immediately, without 
having to count seven clean days anew (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:8). 
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The Gemara rejects this: And how can you understand that Rabbi 
Yitzhak is referring to the first sighting of ziva? But Rabbi Yitzhak 
also says: The separate passage serves to be stringent with him, as 
he renders impure the bedding upon which he lies and the seat 
upon which he sits. With the first sighting of ziva is one fit to render 
impure his bedding or his seat? 


Rather, this is what he is saying: Rabbi Yitzhak says: But wasn’t 
a zav with his first sighting included in the category of one who 
experienced a seminal emission? Why, then, was he taken out and 
discussed in a separate passage with regard to his second sighting? 
In order to be lenient with him and to be stringent with him. In 
other words, the passage serves to be lenient with him, as he is not 
rendered impure through an emission that occurs due to circum- 
stances beyond his control. And it serves to be stringent with him, 
as he renders impure the bedding upon which he lies and the seat 
upon which he sits. 


With regard to ziva, Rav Huna says: The discharge of ziva is similar 
to water of barley dough." Whereas the discharge of ziva comes 
from dead flesh, i.e., when one’s penis is flaccid, semen comes from 
living flesh, when one’s penis is erect. Moreover, the discharge 
of ziva is runny, and is similar in appearance to the white of a 
unfertilized egg. By contrast, semen is viscous, and it is similar in 
appearance to the white of an egg that is not unfertilized, i.e., a 
fertilized egg. 


§ The mishna teaches that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree 
with regard to the blood of a woman who gave birth and reached 
the conclusion of her days of impurity, but did not yet immerse in 
a ritual bath. Beit Shammai say: The blood does not retain the hal- 
akhic status of menstrual blood; rather, it imparts impurity only 
while moist. And Beit Hillel say: Since she did not immerse in 
a ritual bath, her blood is considered like that of a menstruating 
woman, and it imparts impurity whether it is moist or dry. 


With regard to this dispute, it is taught in a baraita that Beit Hillel 

said to Beit Shammai: Do you not concede with regard to a men- 
struating woman who did not immerse after seven days and there- 
after saw blood, that she is impure as a menstruating woman in 

every sense? If so, a woman who failed to immerse after childbirth 

should likewise be impure as a menstruating woman. Beit Shammai 

said to them: No, this is not a legitimate comparison. Even if you 

say this is true with regard to a menstruating woman, there the 

halakha is that even ina case where she immersed and immediately 
saw blood thereafter, she is impure. Will you say that this halakha 

applies with regard to a woman who gave birth, where the halakha 

is that if she immersed and then saw blood she is pure? Therefore, 
even if a woman who gave birth neglected to immerse and experi- 
enced bleeding, she is not considered a full-fledged menstruating 
woman, and the blood does not impart impurity whether it is moist 
or dry. 


Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: The halakha of a woman who 
gives birth as a zava will prove this is in fact a legitimate compari- 
son. A woman who gives birth as a zava may immerse only after 
experiencing seven clean days. The halakha is that if she immersed 
in her days of purity and then saw blood after the seven days of 
counting for ziva, she is pure, as she is in her days of purity. But if 
she did not immerse and she saw blood, she is impure." If so, the 
same should apply to a woman who gave birth and did not immerse 
at the conclusion of her days of impurity: She should be considered 
a full-fledged menstruating woman as long as she has not immersed. 


Beit Shammai said to them: The same is true and this is the refuta- 
tion, i.e., we maintain that even in the case of a woman who gave 

birth as a zava and failed to immerse after seven clean days, her 

blood imparts impurity only while moist. Accordingly, one cannot 

compare this case to that of a typical menstruating woman. 
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The Gemara asks: Is this to say that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel 
disagree with regard to a woman who gave birth as a zava and 
counted seven clean days but did not immerse? But didn’t we learn 
in the mishna: And Beit Shammai concede to Beit Hillel in the 
case of a woman who gives birth as a zava, that any blood she sees 
imparts impurity whether it is moist or dry? 


The Gemara responds: This is not difficult. Here, in the baraita, 
Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai disagree with regard to a woman 
who counted seven clean days for her ziva." In such a case Beit 
Shammai maintain that any blood she sees imparts impurity only 
when moist. There, in the mishna, they agree with regard to a 
woman who did not yet count seven clean days for her ziva. In such 
an instance, even Beit Shammai concede that her blood imparts 
impurity whether it is moist or dry. 


The Gemara notes: And it is taught likewise in a baraita: With 
regard to awoman who gives birth as a zava, who counted seven 
clean days after the conclusion of her days of impurity but did not 
yet immerse, and she subsequently saw blood, Beit Shammai 
follow their opinion with regard to any woman who gave birth 
and concluded her days of impurity but did not yet immerse, and 
Beit Hillel likewise follow their opinion. In other words, accord- 
ing to Beit Shammai her blood imparts impurity only while moist, 
whereas according to Beit Hillel it imparts impurity whether moist 
or dry. 


§ With regard to blood emitted by a woman during her days of 
purity after childbirth, it was stated that there is a dispute between 
the Sages. Rav says: It is from one source" in a woman's body 
that pure and impure blood are emitted, but the Torah rendered 
impure the blood emitted during her days of impurity and the 
Torah rendered pure the blood emitted during her days of purity. 


And Levi says: There are two sources" in a woman's body. Blood 
emitted during her days of impurity emerges from one source, 
while blood emitted during her days of purity emerges from the 
other, and these two sources are not active simultaneously. Rather, 
when the source of the impure blood is closed, i.e., following her 
days of impurity, the source of the pure blood opens, and when 
the source of the pure blood is closed, at the conclusion of her 
days of purity, either thirty-three days for a male child or sixty-six 
days for a female child, the source of the impure blood is opened. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the 
opinions of Rav and Levi? The Gemara responds: There is a practi- 
cal difference between them with regard to the following cases: A 
woman who continuously discharges menstrual blood from 
within seven days of giving birth to a male until sometime after 
those seven days, during her days of purity; and likewise, a woman 
who continuously discharges menstrual blood from within four- 
teen days of giving birth to a female until sometime after those 
fourteen days, during her days of purity; and a woman who con- 
tinuously discharges menstrual blood from within forty days of 
giving birth to a male until sometime after those forty days, i.e., 
after the conclusion of her days of purity; and a woman who con- 
tinuously discharges menstrual blood from within eighty days of 
giving birth to a female until sometime after those eighty days, i.e., 
after the conclusion of her days of purity. 


There are two sources - O77 Mixa 3: Some commentaries main- 
tain that according to Levi the blood of menstruation and the blood 
of ziva also come from two sources, which is why the sightings of 
the days of menstruation do not combine with the sightings of the 


NOTES 


days of ziva to establish a fixed period (Levush). Others dispute this 
claim, citing the Rambam’s explicit statement that they come from 
the same source. They further maintain that this matter does not 
depend on the dispute between Rav and Levi. 


e publisher 


HALAKHA 


Here with regard to a woman who counted seven 
clean days for her ziva, etc. — 131 T1SBW |N2: 
A woman who gives birth in the state of ziva, whose 
flow of blood did not stop, does not have days o 
purity. Rather, every emission of blood she sees is 
considered like the blood of ziva. If she counted 
seven clean days, and her fourteen days of impurity 
or the birth of a female ended and she immersed, 
and she subsequently experienced bleeding dur 
ing the eighty days after the birth of the female, or 
orty days after the birth of a male, this is blood o 
her days of purity (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 7:7). 


It is from one source, etc. = 3) KYT TM pyn: The 
blood of menstruation, the blood of ziva, the blood 
hat accompanies labor, the blood of a woman who 
gives birth, and the blood of purity of a woman 
after childbirth are all one type of blood which 
comes from one source. The status of the woman 
is established in accordance with the time and the 
circumstances of the emission, which determines 
whether it renders her a menstruating woman or a 
zava, or whether it is the blood of purity (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:1). 
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The Gemara elaborates: According to Rav, who maintains that 
both pure and impure blood emerge from the same source, in the 
cases described in the first clause, i.e., if she continuously dis- 
charged menstrual blood from within her days of impurity until 
sometime during her days of purity, one is to be lenient, In other 
words, any blood emitted during her days of purity is pure, since 
the Torah rendered it pure. And in the cases described in the latter 
clause, when the discharge begins during her days of purity and 
continues until after the conclusion of her days of purity, one is 
to be stringent, as the Torah deemed impure any blood emitted 
after her days of purity. 


According to Levi, who says that there are two different sources 
in the body, in the cases described in the first clause one is to be 
stringent, as the continuous flow of blood indicates this blood is 
emanating from the source of the impure blood, and the Torah 
deemed pure only the blood that emerges from the source of the 
pure blood. And in the cases described in the latter clause one is 
to be lenient, as the continuous flow of blood indicates this blood 
is from the source of the pure blood. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the mishna: With regard to 
the blood of a woman who gave birth and reached the conclu- 
sion of her days of impurity but did not yet immerse, Beit Sham- 
mai say: The blood is like her saliva and urine, and it imparts 
impurity only while moist. And Beit Hillel say: Her blood is 
considered like that of a menstruating woman, and it imparts 
impurity whether moist or dry. 


It enters your mind to explain that the mishna is referring to a 
case where a woman's discharge of menstrual blood ceased during 
her days of impurity, and she subsequently experienced bleeding 
after the conclusion of her days of impurity. If so, granted the 
mishna is clear according to the opinion of Rav, who said pure 
and impure blood emanate from one source, as it is due to 
that reason that Beit Hillel maintain that the blood imparts 
impurity whether it is moist or dry, since she did not yet immerse. 
But according to the opinion of Levi, who said there are two 
separate sources, why do Beit Hillel maintain that the blood 
imparts impurity whether it is moist or dry? After all, blood 
emitted during her days of purity comes from the source of 
pure blood. 


The Gemara explains that Levi could say to you: Here we are 

dealing with a woman who continuously discharges menstrual 

blood from within her days of impurity until sometime during her 
days of purity. Since the continuous flow of blood indicates that 
this blood emanates from the source of the impure blood, Beit 

Hillel rule that it imparts impurity whether it is moist or dry. The 

Gemara asks: If the mishna is dealing with a woman who continu- 
ously discharges menstrual blood, what is the reason that Beit 

Shammai maintain this blood imparts impurity only while moist? 

Isn't it evident that it is impure menstrual blood? The Gemara 

responds: Beit Shammai hold that it is from one source that pure 

and impure blood emanate, and the Torah deemed pure any blood 

emitted during her days of purity. 


The Gemara questions the opinion of Rav: Granted, the mishna 
is clear according to Levi, who maintains there are two separate 
sources, as that is how there is a practical difference between 
the opinions of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel. Beit Hillel hold 
there are two sources, and the continuous flow of blood from 
her days of impurity into her days of purity indicates that the 
blood emanates from the source of the impure blood, whereas 
Beit Shammai contend that pure and impure blood emanate from 
one source, and the Torah deemed pure the blood of her days of 
purity. But according to Rav, what is the reason for the difference 
between them? 
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The Gemara responds: The difference between them is due to their 
opinions with regard to the significance of the days and the immer- 
sion at the conclusion of her days of impurity. As, Beit Shammai 
hold that the Merciful One rendered the purity of her blood 


dependent on days, which means that once she begins her days 
of purity her blood is pure regardless of whether or not she 
immersed. And Beit Hillel hold that it is dependent on both days 
and immersion." Accordingly, if she fails to immerse after her days 
of impurity, any blood she sees is impure. 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from the continuation 
of the mishna: And Beit Shammai concede to Beit Hillel in the case 
of a woman who gives birth as a zava, that any blood she sees 
imparts impurity whether it is moist or dry. It enters your mind 


to explain that here too, the mishna is referring to a case where a 
woman's discharge of menstrual blood ceased during her days of 
impurity, and she then experienced bleeding during her days of 
purity. Since she is still a zava at the beginning of her days of purity, 
the blood imparts impurity whether it is moist or dry. 
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The Gemara continues: If so, granted, the mishna is clear according 
to Rav, who said that pure and impure blood emanate from one 
source, as it is due to that reason that the blood imparts impurity 
whether it is moist or dry, since she is still a zava and the Torah has 
not yet deemed her pure. But according to Levi, who said there 


are two sources, why does the blood impart impurity whether it 
is moist or dry? Let it be considered like the saliva or urine of a zava, 
which imparts impurity only when moist. 
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The Gemara explains that Levi could say to you: Here too, we are 
dealing with a woman who continuously discharges menstrual 


blood from within her days of impurity until her days of purity. The 
continuous flow of blood indicates that the blood emanates from 
the source of the impure blood. The Gemara asks: If the mishna is 
dealing with a woman who continuously discharges menstrual 
blood, for what purpose was it necessary for the mishna to teach 
this halakha? It is obvious that this blood is impure. 
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The Gemara answers that it was necessary for the opinion of Beit 
Shammai. The mishna is teaching that even though Beit Shammai 
say there is one source, and the Merciful One rendered the purity 
of her blood dependent on days alone, that statement applies only 
in the case ofa woman who only gave birth, as her days ofimpurity 
have been completed at this point. But with regard to a woman 


who gives birth as a zava, who requires the counting of seven 
clean days from the end ofher days of impurity, that statement does 
not apply, and blood emitted before she counted seven clean 
days imparts impurity whether moist or dry, like the blood of a 
menstruating woman. 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita, which addresses 
the verse: “If a woman be delivered, and bear a male, then she shall 


be impure seven days; as in the days of her menstrual sickness she 
shall be impure” (Leviticus 12:2). The superfluous phrase “her 
menstrual sickness she shall be impure” serves to include a man 
who engages in intercourse with her,™ teaching that he is ren- 
dered impure like a menstruating woman and imparts impurity 


like her. 


To include a man who engages in intercourse with her — may 
mwa Mx: In other words, she renders the man who engages in 
intercourse with her ritually impure like a menstruating woman 
(Rashi). By contrast, the Gemara in Pesahim 68a explicitly states 
that one who engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman 
has the status of one who became impure through impurity 
imparted by a corpse. Some commentaries explain that with 
regard to matters in which the Torah explicitly compares one 


NOTES 


who engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman to a 
menstruating woman herself, the same halakhot apply. But with 
regard to matters in which the Torah did not expressly compare 
him to a menstruating woman, he is compared to one who 
became impure from a corpse, as they both become impure 
through contact with a source of impurity, and are not themselves 
sources of impurity. 


HALAKHA 

On both days and immersion — myw mya: Ifa 

woman who gave birth did not immerse after seven 

days following the birth of a male or fourteen days fol- 
lowing the birth of a female, any blood she sees imparts 

impurity whether it is moist or dry, like the blood of a 

menstruating woman, even if she is in her days of purity. 
This is because the Torah did not render the status of her 
blood dependent merely on her days, but rather on two 

factors: her days and her immersion. The halakha is in 

accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 5:2). 


To include a man who engages in intercourse with 
her - nyia ny niat: A man who engaged in inter- 
course with a menstruating woman has the status of a 
primary source of ritual impurity by Torah law, like her. 
He imparts impurity to vessels by touch and to people 
by touch and carrying. Furthermore, he imparts impurity 
through movement, and he renders impure the bedding 
upon which he lies and the seat upon which he sits, like 
a menstruating woman (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:1). 
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Furthermore, the phrase “Her menstrual sickness she shall be 
impure” serves to include the nights; although the verse states: 
“As in the days,’ she is impure during the night as well. Finally, 
“her menstrual sickness she shall be impure” serves to include a 
woman who gives birth as a zava, teaching that she must observe 
seven clean days." The Gemara analyzes this baraita: Granted, the 
baraita is clear according to Rav, who said there is one source, as 
it is due to that reason that a woman who gives birth as a zava 
requires seven clean days. 


A woman who gives birth as a zava...must observe seven 
clean days - op) om nya away none aia ni: A 
woman who gives birth as a zava must observe seven clean days 
and immerse, only after which is she permitted to her husband. 
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HALAKHA 


At this stage she begins her days of purity and subsequently 
brings the offerings for her ziva and for her childbirth. The hala- 
kha is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:5). 


But according to Levi, who said there are two sources, why do I 
need this woman to wait seven clean days? It should be enough for 
her to wait seven days after experiencing any amount of cleanliness 
from the conclusion of her days of impurity. After all, according to 
Levi, once the blood ceases to flow from her days of impurity, any 
blood emitted thereafter is from the source of pure blood. Conse- 
quently, even if she experiences a flow of blood during the seven 
clean days this should not negate her count. 


The Gemara explains that this is what the baraita is saying: She 
requires that the blood flow should stop for any amount of time 
after her days of impurity, so that she will have entered her days of 
purity, and consequently, the next seven days will be considered 
for her as the seven clean days required by a zava. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita: There are certain 
women with regard to whom the halakha is that if they notice an 
emission of menstrual blood they are deemed impure only from 
when they saw the blood, and one is not concerned they might have 
experienced the emission from an earlier time. Two such women 
are one who is pregnant and one who is nursing. This applies only 
to a pregnant woman who has been noticeably pregnant for three 
periods, each thirty days in length, and has not experienced bleed- 
ing during the three periods; and to a nursing woman who has been 
nursing for three periods, each also thirty days in length, and did 
not experience bleeding during that time. With regard to this the 
baraita teaches: The days of her pregnancy in which she saw no 
blood count for her toward the days of her nursing in which she 
saw no blood, to complete three periods, and likewise, the days of 
her nursing count for her toward the days of her pregnancy. 


The baraita elaborates: How so? If a woman stopped experiencing 
bleeding for two periods during her days of pregnancy and one 
period during her days of nursing; or if she did not experience 
bleeding for two periods during her days of nursing and one 
period during her days of pregnancy; or if she did not experience 
bleeding for one and a half periods during her days of pregnancy 
and one and a half periods during her days of nursing, the days 
count for her as three periods in which she did not experience 
bleeding, and if she experiences bleeding she is deemed impure only 
from the hour that she saw the blood. 
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The Gemara analyzes this baraita: Granted, the baraita is clear 
according to Rav, who said there is one source, as it is due to 
that reason that the woman requires a cessation of menstrual 
emissions for three periods in order that she may be considered a 
woman whose menstrual emissions have ceased. But according to 
Levi, who said there are two sources, why do I need a cessation 
of menstrual emissions for three periods? Provided the woman's 
menstrual emissions cease for any amount of time at the comple- 
tion of her days of impurity, it should be enough, as any blood she 
may emit thereafter is pure and should not negate her count of 
three periods. 


The Gemara explains that this is what the baraita is saying: She 
requires that the blood flow should stop for any amount of time 
at the conclusion of her days of impurity, in order that her days of 
purity will be counted for her as part of the three periods, even 
if she experiences bleeding during her days of purity. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita: And although 
Shammai and Hillel disagree with regard to all women who experi- 
ence bleeding (see 2a), as Shammai maintains they are impure only 
from when they saw the blood while Hillel holds that they assume 
ritual impurity status retroactively from the last time they exam- 
ined themselves and were found to be pure, they agree" with 
regard to a woman who sees blood after seeing blood during her 
days of purity, that it is sufficient for her to be considered impure 
from the hour of her seeing the blood. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: Granted, the baraita is clear 
according to Levi, who said there are two sources," as it is due 
to that reason that it is sufficient for her to be considered impure 
from the hour of her seeing the blood. In other words, although 
she experienced bleeding during her days of purity, until this emis- 
sion she was still considered a woman whose menstrual emissions 
have ceased. But according to Rav, who said there is one source, 
if this woman experienced bleeding during her days of purity, 
she cannot be considered a woman whose menstrual emissions 
have ceased. If so, why is it sufficient for her to be considered 
impure from the hour of her seeing the blood? She should be 
considered impure retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period, 
like all other women. 


The Gemara responds: The baraita is referring to a case where 
there is no time" between the conclusion of her days of purity and 
the subsequent emission of blood. In such a situation, she cannot 
be considered impure retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period, 
as the previous twenty-four hours are part of her days of purity. 


NOTES 


And they agree, etc. — 131 pyy: Rashi explains that when 
the baraita states: They agree, it is referring to the opinions 
of Shammai and Hillel at the start of the tractate (2a). They 
disagree with regard to regular women who experience bleed- 
ing, whether it is sufficient for them to be ritually impure from 
the time they first saw blood, according to Shammai, or if they 
impart impurity retroactively from examination to examination, 
as maintained by Hillel. The later commentaries question this 


It is clear according to Levi who said there are two sources, 
etc. -ADI Niwa Ww VIX bb: Rashi explains that her time is 
sufficient because her blood has stopped, as several days have 
passed without her experiencing bleeding from this source. 
Consequently, this is considered like a woman's first sighting, 
and a nursing woman is one of those with regard to whom the 
halakha is that her time is sufficient. Other early commentaries 
question this interpretation, since if the baraita is referring 


interpretation, as the following Gemara suggests that accord- 
ing to Rav she should impart impurity retroactively for a twenty- 
four-hour period, and neither Shammai nor Hillel maintain 
that she imparts impurity in this manner (Rabbi Akiva Eiger; 
Arukh LaNer; Hiddud Halakhot). One answer is that the Gemara’s 
question applies according to the opinion of the Rabbis in that 
mishna, who maintain that she imparts impurity retroactively 
for a twenty-four-hour period, and that Hillel agrees with this 
ruling (Arukh LaNer). Alternatively, the phrase: They agree, is 
referring to Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis, who disagree on 11a 
with regard to a nursing woman, whether it is sufficient for her 
to be ritually impure from the time she first saw blood all the 
days of her nursing (Ramban). 


to a nursing woman, why does it present a difficulty to the 
opinion of Rav? After all, Rav agrees that in this case her time 
is sufficient regardless of the fact that the blood comes from 
one source. This is because the blood cycle of a nursing woman 
stops, since the blood is spoiled and becomes milk (see 9a). 
They therefore maintain that the baraita is referring to a woman 
who is not nursing, e.g., she had a miscarriage or her baby died. 
Consequently, the reason her time is sufficient is because she 
experienced bleeding after her blood of purity. This presents a 
difficulty to the opinion of Ray, since if the blood comes from 
one source why should her time be sufficient? (Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA =—W¥—W¥—_——_—- 
Where there is no time - maw xpos: With regard to a 
woman who experiences bleeding within twenty-four hours 
of the conclusion of the days of her blood of purity, it is 
sufficient for her to be ritually impure from the time she first 
saw blood, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:6). 
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NOTES 


Since there is no possibility of her being impure retro- 
actively for a twenty-four-hour period, etc. — nyt {vd 
^D) xD) nyh: This answer is based on the standard man- 
ner in which the Sages enacted their decrees: In order to 
ensure that a decree would be established and observed, 
they would not differentiate and apply it only in certain 
cases, i.e., they would not issue a decree by half-measures 
(Ramban in Milhamot HaShem on Beitza). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But still, why is she impure only 
from when she sees the blood? She should be considered impure 
from examination to examination, i.e., from the last time she 
examined herself and found that she was pure. The Gemara 
responds: Since there is no possibility of her being impure retro- 
actively for a twenty-four-hour period," with regard to impurity 
from examination to examination as well, the Sages did not 
decree impurity with regard to her. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a baraita: With 
regard to a woman who gives birth as a zava, who counted seven 
clean days after the conclusion ofher days ofimpurity but did not 
yet immerse, and subsequently saw blood, Beit Shammai follow 
their opinion with regard to any woman who gave birth and 
concluded her days of impurity but did not yet immerse, and Beit 
Hillel likewise follow their opinion. In other words, according 
to Beit Shammai her blood imparts impurity only while moist, 
whereas according to Beit Hillel it imparts impurity whether it is 
moist or dry. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: Granted, the baraita is clear 
according to Rav, who said there is one source, as it is due to 
that reason Beit Hillel maintain that the blood imparts impurity 
whether it is moist or dry. In other words, as she has not yet 
immersed, the Torah does not deem pure her menstrual emis- 
sions. But according to Levi, who said there are two sources, 
any blood she may emit after counting seven clean days must have 
come from the source of pure blood. If so, why does it impart 
impurity whether it is moist or dry? 


The Gemara explains that Levi could say to you: I say my opinion 
in accordance with the opinion of the tanna of the baraita cited 
above, that Shammai and Hillel agree that with regard to a woman 
who experiences bleeding after experiencing bleeding during her 
days of purity, it is sufficient for her to be considered impure from 
the hour that she saw the blood. That baraita apparently indicates 
that there are in fact two sources. 


And if you wish, say instead that this baraita is referring to a 
woman who continuously discharges menstrual blood from 
within her days of impurity into her days of purity. Accordingly, 
the blood she sees during her days of purity is still from the source 
of impure blood. The Gemara objects: But the baraita teaches 
that the woman counted seven clean days. 


The Gemara explains: Here we are dealing with a woman who 
gave birth to a female as a zava, and therefore her days of impu- 
rity are two weeks in length. And this is a case where in the first 
week her menstrual emissions ceased, and in the latter week her 
menstrual emissions did not cease, and they continued until her 
days of purity. And the tanna of this baraita holds: The days of 
her birth, i.e., the days of impurity, in which she does not see 
blood," count for her toward the counting of her ziva. Accord- 
ingly, although she is considered to have counted seven clean days, 
the blood emitted during her days of purity is from the source of 
impure blood. 


The days of her birth in which she does not see blood - *2» 
manip anv: If a woman does not experience bleeding 
during the days of the impurity of her birth or the days of her 
menstrual impurity, they are counted toward the seven clean 


HALAKHA 


the opinion of Rava on 37a. Some authorities rule that they do 
not count toward the seven clean days, as maintained by Abaye 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:1, and see Haggahot 
Maimoniyyot there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 194:1). 


days. This halakha is in accordance with the Gemara here and 
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§ With regard to the dispute between Rav and Levi, Ravina said to 
Rav Ashi: Rav Shemen from Sikhra® said to us: Mar Zutra hap- 
pened to come to our locale, and he taught that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav as a stringency," and the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Levi as a stringency. 
In other words, ifa woman continuously discharges menstrual blood 
from within her days of purity until sometime after the conclusion 
of her days of purity, the blood emitted after her days of purity is 
impure, in accordance with the opinion of Rav. By contrast, if she 
continuously discharges menstrual blood from within her days of 
impurity into her days of purity, the blood emitted during her days 
of purity is impure, in accordance with the opinion of Levi. 


Rav Ashi said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav, whether as a leniency or as a stringency. Likewise, Mareimar 
taught: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, 
whether as a leniency or as a stringency. The Gemara concludes: 
And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, whether 
as a leniency or as a stringency. 


NOTES 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav as a 
stringency, etc. — ^91 xyaIN} 277 FIND Ko: The Gemara 
explicitly states that the halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rav in cases where this ruling leads to a stringency (Hasdei 
David; Yad Malakhi). In this instance, one does not follow the 
principle that whenever there is a dispute between Rav and Levi 
the halakha is always in accordance with the opinion of Levi 
(Maggid Mishne on Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 9:1). 

The early commentaries are puzzled by the statement that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of both Rav and 


Levi, as their opinions contradict one another, and the Gemara 
(Eiruvin 6b; Hullin 44a) applies the verse: “The fool walks in dark- 
ness” (Ecclesiastes 214) to one who adopts the stringencies of 
two contradictory opinions. They explain that the Gemara there 
is referring to a case where one of the opinions is accepted as 
halakha, e.g. in a dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, 
as the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. By 
contrast, here, as it is uncertain whose opinion is accepted as 
halakha, it is permitted to act in accordance with the stringencies 
of two opinions despite the fact that they contradict one another 
(Tosafot; Tosefot HaRosh; Rashba). 
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MI S H N A With regard to a pregnant woman who expe- 


riences labor pains, and they are accompa- 
nied by an emission of blood, her status is that of a menstruating 
woman. If she experienced these pains accompanied by emissions 
ofblood for three consecutive days within the eleven days between 
periods of menstruation, during which time emissions of blood 
render a woman a zava, and she rested from labor for a twenty-four- 
hour period, i.e., the pangs subsided, and she then gave birth, it 
indicates that the emissions were not due to her imminent labor, and 
this woman is considered one who gives birth as a zava." This is 
the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: She is considered a zava only if the pangs 
subsided for a twenty-four-hour period of a night and the following 
day, like Shabbat evening and its accompanying day." Additionally, 
she is considered a zava in a case where she rested from the pain 
of labor but not necessarily from the flow of blood. In other words, 
the presence of labor pangs determines whether this blood is due 
to labor or the impure blood of ziva. Accordingly, if the pangs 
cease for twenty-four hours, she is considered a zava even if blood 
was discharging continuously from when she experienced her 
labor pains. 


BACKGROUND 


Sikhra — x15: The city of Sikhra, which was one of the 
most important in Babylonia, was probably named for 
the water dam [sekher] of the Tigris, as it was located to 
the west of that dam. Sikhra was a major commercial cen- 
ter, and various types of merchandise were brought there 
from the south by means of carrier boats that traversed 
a network of canals. The city was also known for its great 
Sages, including the Rav Shemen mentioned here. Due 
to its significance, Sages such as Mar Zutra would visit 
Sikhra and teach halakhot there. Their statements were 
preserved by the local scholars. 


Location of Sikhra 


NOTES 


Gives birth as a zava - sta nhi: By Torah law, a woman 
who begins to emit blood from her uterus is rendered 
a menstruating woman. Provided her emissions cease 
within seven days of her initial emission, she remains a 
menstruating woman. Such a woman is impure for seven 
days, which are counted from her initial emission; on the 
eve of the eighth day she may immerse and is deemed 
pure. The eleven days following these days of menstrua- 
tion are called the days of ziva, and any woman who 
emits blood during these days has the status of a zava. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says a night and the following day, 
like Shabbat evening and its accompanying day - 
ain naw >> oin ah wis swin ray: Some commen- 
taries explain that ‘according to Rabbi Yehoshua a short 
amount of time must be added before and after the day, 
as is the case on Shabbat, when one adds from the non- 
sacred time to the sacred (Rashba; Ritva, citing Tosafot). 
They further note that Rabbi Yehoshua said: Like Shabbat 
evening and the day that follows it, in order to indicate 
that the day follows the night in this context (Ritva). 
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How long before birth is pain attributable to her labor pains, which 
means that the blood is not considered blood of ziva? Rabbi Meir 
says: Even forty or fifty days before the birth, any blood she sees 
during the eleven days of ziva is not considered blood of ziva. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: It is sufficient that this halakha applies only from 
within one month ofher due date. Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon 
say: Labor pains do not occur more than two weeks before birth. 
Accordingly, if she experiences bleeding for three consecutive days 
during eleven days of ziva that occur before this time, she is a zava. 


G E M A RA The mishna teaches that a pregnant woman 


who experiences an emission of menstrual 
blood due to labor pains is considered a menstruating woman. This 
statement apparently applies to all blood due to labor. The Gemara 
therefore asks: Is this to say that any woman who experiences an 
emission due to labor pains is a menstruating woman? But if a 
woman experiences an emission due to labor pains in the eleven 
days of ziva, she is not rendered a zava, nor can this render her a 
menstruating woman. 


Rav said: It is correct that a woman who experiences an emission 
of blood due to labor during the eleven days of ziva is not rendered 
a zava, or even a lesser zava, who must observe one clean day for the 
day she experienced an emission. But she is a menstruating woman 
for one day, i.e., she is prohibited to her husband on the day of the 
emission, and in the evening she may immerse and become permit- 
ted to him. And Shmuel said: It is a rabbinic decree that she must 
observe a clean day, as we are concerned" lest she rest from labor" 
and thereby be rendered a lesser zava, as the cessation of pangs 
would indicate that her emission was not due to her imminent labor. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak said: A woman who experiences labor pains 
during the eleven days of ziva is nothing, i.e., she is completely pure 
and is permitted to her husband. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it 
taught in the mishna that a woman who experiences labor pains is 
a menstruating woman? This apparently includes all women who 
experience an emission due to labor, even if it occurs during the 
eleven days of ziva. 


Rava said: The mishna means that if she experienced an emission 

due to labor during the days of menstruation, she is considered a 

menstruating woman;" if she experienced the emission during the 

days of ziva, she is pure. And it is taught likewise in a baraita: A 
woman who experiences labor pains during the days of menstrua- 
tion is a menstruating woman; if she experiences them during the 

days of ziva, she is pure. 


NOTES 


We are concerned, etc. — 3) WW»: The early commentaries 
disagree with regard to the precise dispute between Rav, Shmuel, 
and Rabbi Yitzhak, and the case to which they are referring. Some 
maintain that both Rav and Shmuel are dealing with the halakha 
of a woman who experiences labor pains in her days of ziva. Rav 
holds that although such a woman cannot become a zava, the 
Sages decreed that she has the status of a menstruating woman 
or one day. By contrast, Shmuel rules that she must observe a 
clean day for each day that she experiences a discharge, lest it 
urn out in retrospect that it was not blood due to labor. Rabbi 
Yitzhak disagrees with both of them, as he contends that the 
Sages did not decree at all with regard to one who experiences 
abor pains in the days of ziva, but only if this occurs during her 
days of menstruation (Rashi; Ritva). 
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And Shmuel said, as we are concerned lest she rest from labor — 
TOVA KAW [PWT WN gawa: As for why Rav does not entertain 
this concern, the early commentaries explain that he maintains 
this is a rare occurrence, as most women who experience labor 
pains do not rest from such pains for a night and day prior to 
giving birth (Tosafot; Tosefot HaRosh). 


An emission due to labor during the days of menstruation, she 
is considered a menstruating woman — 7739712 9a’: According 
to the majority of the early commentaries, the days of menstrua- 
tion are the days that follow the eleven days of ziva. The Rambam 
has a different calculation with regard to the days of menstrua- 
tion and the days of ziva (see Rashba; Meiri). 
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The baraita continues: How so, i.e., when does an emission during 
the eleven days of ziva render a woman one who gives birth as a 
zava? If she experienced labor pains for one day and then rested 
from labor for two days, and she experienced an emission on all 
three days; or if she experienced labor pains for two days and 
rested from labor for one day, and she experienced bleeding on all 
three days; or if she rested from labor for one day and she then 
experienced labor pains for one day, and again rested from labor 
for one day, and she experienced bleeding on all three days; in each 
of these cases this woman is considered one who gives birth as a 
zava, as the cessation of labor pains indicates that the emission of 
blood is not due to her imminent labor. 


But if she rested from labor for one day and then experienced labor 
pains for two days; or if she rested from labor for two days and 
experienced labor pains for one day; or if she experienced labor 
pains for one day and then rested from labor for one day, and again 
experienced labor pains for one day; this woman is not considered 
one who gives birth as a zava, since the labor pains indicate that 
the blood is due to her imminent labor. This is the principle of the 
matter: If she experienced labor pains adjacent to giving birth, this 
woman is not considered one who gives birth as a zava; if she 
was resting from labor adjacent to giving birth," this woman is 
considered one who gives birth as a zava. 


Hananya, son of Rabbi Yehoshua’s brother, says: In any situation 
where she experiences an emission due to her labor pains that 
occur on her third day," she is not a zava. Even if she was in a state 
of resting from labor for the entire third day, with the exception of 
one hour of labor pains, this woman is not considered one who 
gives birth as a zava, since a woman is considered to be resting from 
labor on the third day only if she was resting for the entire day. 


The Gemara asks: The statement that this is the principle of the 
matter serves to add what? The Gemara answers: It serves to add 
the ruling of Hananya, son of Rabbi Yehoshua’s brother, that for a 
woman to be considered one who gives birth as a zava, she must 
have rested from labor for the entire third day. 


§ The mishna teaches that if a woman experiences bleeding due to 
labor pains during the eleven days of ziva she is not considered a 
zava. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? As 
the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to a zava: 


“And if a woman has an issue of her blood many days” (Leviticus 


15:25). The term “her blood” indicates that only her blood that 
comes due to herself is impure as blood of ziva, but not blood that 
comes due to her child. 


HALAKHA 


If she was resting from labor adjacent to giving birth - iw 


one day, before giving birth, that woman gives birth as a zava. 


ah “qap: If a woman experienced bleeding on one day with- 


out labor pains, and then saw a discharge of blood for two days 
with labor pains and subsequently gave birth; or for two days 
without labor pains and experienced labor pains for one day and 
gave birth; or if she experienced labor pains one day and rested 
from labor one day, and again experienced labor pains one day 
and gave birth, that woman is not considered one who gives 
birth as a zava. But if she experienced bleeding one day with 
labor pains and two without such pain and then gave birth; or if 
she experienced labor pains two days and rested from labor for 
one day and gave birth; or if she rested from labor one day, and 
experienced labor pains one day, and again rested from labor 


The principle is that if she experienced labor pains near the time 
of birth, she does not give birth as a zava; if she was resting from 
labor near the time of birth, she gives birth as a zava, as stated 
in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:3). 


An emission due to labor pains that occur on her third day - 
aby whys awnp Saw: If on the third day of her sighting blood 
a woman gave birth, ‘she is not considered one who gave birth 
as a zava, even if she rested from labor pains all day. The hala- 
kha is in accordance with the opinion of Hananya, son of Rabbi 
Yehoshua’s brother, as explained by the Rambam (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:4, and Maggid Mishne there). 


A9911 p9- NIDDA - PEREK IV: 36B 


249 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


TATA KYY tong iK TATATA TK TAX 
Iit IM 1D AWKY Iai KTPI PDIIN 
DPI IK TA NTT TONS DIK YT - "TIT 

Annana xo ayy MAND agg aT 


PDK KAVY TAT nx IY PNI m1 
KBURI PYS TID IY - DIA BN VIOD 
PN TO PRES DIKA NN 


ata DIJN jav = Dixa AN WII ATTIN 
DIN) PONY TONI NPR KWI DiN 
ITVN NY mwa 


DÁNA sama) - PIY ND NDIN YIN) 
IA bing DA TD pry Ta nau 


naD AJ- RR IND D TAD PDT N 
annan xO aggy 


sama DIN NYY IDN IN 71 WIN TIN 
DK TT - "St MIN Ds MONY VIN 
Dona matt — "at" Op Me TA KI Y 

in) nana K aggy 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: Do you say the verse excludes 

blood that comes due to her child? Or is it only excluding blood 

that comes due to circumstances beyond her control? When the 

verse states: “And if a woman has an issue of her blood,” the 

inclusion of ziva due to circumstances beyond her control is 

already stated in the inclusive phrase: Has an issue. If so, how do 

I realize the meaning of the term “her blood”? The verse is teach- 
ing that only her blood that comes due to herself is impure as 

blood of ziva, but not blood that comes due to her child. 


The Gemara asks: But given that the verse contains both an inclu- 
sion and an exclusion, what did you see to deem pure the blood 
emitted due to the child, and to deem impure the blood she sees 
due to circumstances beyond her control? Perhaps the opposite 
is the case, that blood emitted due to circumstances beyond her 
control is pure, whereas blood caused by labor is impure. The 
Gemara answers: I deem pure the blood emitted due to the child, 
as there is a period of purity after it, i.e., her days of purity fol- 
lowing her days of impurity; and I deem impure the blood she 
sees due to circumstances beyond her control, as there is no 
period of purity after it. 


The Gemara objects: On the contrary, I should deem the blood 
pure in a case where it was emitted due to circumstances beyond 
her control, as an emission of ziva due to circumstances beyond 
one’s control in the case of a male zav is pure. The Gemara 
explains: Now, in any event, we are dealing with the halakha of 
a woman, and in the case of a woman we do not find that an 
emission caused by circumstances beyond her control is pure.” 
It is therefore preferable to deem impure an emission caused by 
circumstances beyond her control, and to deem pure an emission 


due to childbirth. 


The Gemara adds: And if you wish, say instead: What is your 
opinion, that one should deem the blood pure in a case where it 
was emitted due to circumstances beyond her control, and deem 
the blood impure in a case where it was emitted due to the child? 
But you have no greater instance of circumstances beyond her 
control than this, the experience of labor pains. 


The Gemara objects: If it is so that the above verse is interpreted 
in such a manner, then in the case a menstruating woman as well, 
with regard to whom the verse states: “And a woman, if she has an 
issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood, she shall be in her men- 
struation seven days” (Leviticus 15:19), let us say that when the 
verse states “her issue” this indicates that only her issue that 
comes due to herself renders her a menstruating woman, but not 
an issue that comes due to her child. 


The Gemara elaborates: Do you say that the verse excludes an 
issue that comes due to her child? Or is it excluding only an issue 
that comes due to circumstances beyond her control? When the 
verse states: “And a woman if she has an issue,’ the inclusion of 
an issue due to circumstances beyond her control is already 
stated. If so, how do I realize the meaning of the term “her 
issue”? The verse is teaching that only her issue that comes due 
to herself renders her a menstruating woman, but not an issue 
that comes due to her child. If the verse can be interpreted in this 
manner, why does the baraita teach that a woman who experi- 
ences labor pains during the days of menstruation is considered 
a menstruating woman? 
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In the case of a woman we do not find that an emission... regardless of the cause of the emission. The halakha is in accor- 
beyond her control is pure - mawx xb mwa DIJN: Ifa woman dance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
sensed an emission of blood from her source she is ritually impure, 5:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 183:1). 
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KOTITI 


Reish Lakish said: The verse states with regard to the days of purity 
after childbirth: “She shall observe the blood of purity” (Leviticus 
12:5). This indicates that you have another instance of an obser- 
vance that is like this one, i.e., where the woman is not rendered 
impure by an emission of blood. And which is this other case? 
This is the case of blood that is emitted due to labor pains during 
the eleven days of ziva. An emission during the days of menstrua- 
tion, by contrast, renders the woman a menstruating woman. The 
Gemara asks: But one can say that this other case is where a woman 
has an emission of blood due to labor pains during the days of 
menstruation, not where she experiences an emission during the 
days of ziva. 


Rather, Shmuel’s father said the verse states: “And she shall be 
impure two weeks, as in her menstruation” (Leviticus 12:5), and 
not: As in her ziva. By inference, one may conclude that there is 
an instance in which an emission of blood that occurs during her 
days of ziva is pure. And which case is this? This is the case of blood 
that is emitted due to labor pains during the eleven days of ziva. 


The Gemara asks: And now that it is written: “And she shall be 
impure two weeks as in her menstruation,’ why do I need the term 

“her blood” (Leviticus 15:25) from which it is likewise derived that 
blood emitted due to labor pains during the eleven days of ziva is 
pure? The Gemara answers: Ifnot for the term “her blood,’ I would 
say the verse is teaching that a woman who gives birth is impure as 
in her menstruation, and not as in her ziva, and therefore, even if 
she experienced bleeding during her days of ziva in a state of resting 
from labor pains, she remains pure. Consequently, the term “her 
blood” teaches us that this halakha applies only if she experiences 
bleeding due to labor pains. 


§ According to Rav, a woman who emits blood during the eleven 
days of ziva due to labor pains is considered like a menstruating 
woman for that day, i.e., she is prohibited to her husband until she 
immerses in the evening. The Gemara relates that Sheila bar Avina’ 
ruled in an actual case in accordance with the opinion of Rav. The 
Gemara further relates that when Rav was dying, he said to Rav 
Asi:” Go and hide this halakha, i.e., inform Sheila bar Avina that 
my ruling is incorrect. And if he does not listen to you, drag him 
[ garyei] to your side with convincing claims. Rav Asi misheard and 
thought that Rav said to him gadyei, excommunicate him. 


After Rav died, Rav Asi went to Sheila bar Avina and said to him: 
Retract your ruling, as Rav himself retracted his opinion.’ Sheila 
bar Avina said to Rav Asi: If it is so, that he retracted his opinion, 
he would have told me, as I was his student; he would not have sent 
a messenger to inform me of such a retraction. Consequently, Sheila 
bar Avina did not listen to Rav Asi. Rav Asi excommunicated 
him, as he thought that this was Rav’s instruction. Sheila bar Avina 
said to Rav Asi: But is the Master not afraid of the fire, i.e., of a 
punishment for offending me? 


Rav Asi said to him, linking in a fanciful manner his own name to 

the various names ofan important tanna: I am Isi ben Yehuda,’ who 

is Isi ben Gur Arye, who is Isi ben Gamliel, who is Isi ben Maha- 
lalel, and this name alludes to a copper mortar [asita], over which 

rot has no power, i.e., no harm will befall me. Sheila bar Avina said 

to Rav Asi: And Iam Sheila bar Avina, and my father’s name alludes 

to an iron pestle [bukhna], which smashes a copper mortar, i.e., 
harm may befall you through the merit of my ancestors. 


As Rav himself retracted his opinion — 31 ma 1977: Some com- 
mentaries explain that Rav retracted in favor of the ruling of Rabbi 
Yitzhak that she is entirely pure (Rashi). Other early commentaries 
raise a difficulty against this interpretation: If so, why did Rav Ashi 


NOTES 


accept a more stringent ruling if he so chooses (Ramban; Ran). 
The later commentaries suggest various answers (see Arukh LaNer, 
Hokhmat Betzalel). Some contend that Rav ruled more stringently 
than he did initially (Rashba; Ritva). 


excommunicate Sheila bar Avina? After all, a Sage is permitted to 


PERSONALITIES 
Sheila bar Avina — x»a% 72 xb: Little is known 
of this Sage, other than the fact that he transmitted 
statements citing Rav. Apparently, Sheila bar Avina 
was a man of forceful opinions, who accepted the 
rulings of his teacher as the halakha in practice. 


Rav Asi — *D& 31: This Rav Asi was the preeminent 
disciple of Rav, to the extent that he, as well as Rav 
Kahana, was virtually considered Rav’s peer. 

Another Sage of the same name, Rav Asi the 
priest, lived one generation later and was a student 
of Rav Huna. Consequently, there is much confusion 
with regard to the events of their respective lives. 
According to the Gemara here, this Rav Asi remained 
in Babylonia until his passing, unlike Rav Asi the priest, 
who ascended to Eretz Yisrael. 


Isi ben Yehuda — 137) J2 9: Isi ben Yehuda was 
a tanna who lived in the generation before Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. He is known as Yosef HaBavli because 
he was a native of Babylonia, from Hutzal, a significant 
center of Jewish life and scholarship. Isi is one of the 
Aramaic nicknames for Yosef, and as his father’s name 
was Yehuda he was dubbed Gur Arye, the lion's whelp 
see Genesis 49:9). There is a tradition that a harsh 
decree was enacted where Yosef HaBavli lived forced 
him to flee and change his name to Isi ben Gamliel. 
When he came to Eretz Yisrael, Isi studied with 
several of the students of Rabbi Akiva. According to 
he Jerusalem Talmud he was also called Rabbi Yosef 
atnuta, who is mentioned in the Mishna as one of 
he last of the famous pious Sages (see Sota 49a). His 
halakhic and aggadic statements are cited in baraitot 
and in the Talmud. 
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Perek IV 
Daf 37 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 


Provisions [zevadata] — xn: The modern Hebrew 
word mizvada, suitcase, is derived from this root. Targum 
Onkelos uses this word in his translation of Genesis 42:25: 
“And to give them provision for the way.” 


BACKGROUND 


Myrtle [asa] - xD¥: The asa is the branch of the myrtle 
tree, Myrtus, which typically grows in the northern coastal 
regions of Eretz Yisrael. This ornamental plant, which is 
used for various purposes, is one of the four species that 
must be taken on the festival of Sukkot, in accordance 
with the verse: “Boughs of thick trees” (Leviticus 23:40). 

There was a custom to place a myrtle branch on the 
bier of the dead, which was considered a mark of honor. 
Due to the importance of a custom performed in honor 
of the dead, the Sages permitted the cutting of myrtle 
branches for this purpose even on the second day of a 
Festival in the Diaspora. In a very different setting, myrtle 
branches were used in honor of a groom on his wed- 
ding day. 


Blossoming myrtle branch 
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The Gemara relates that Rav Asi fell ill and contracted one sickness 
after another, so that when he entered the heat of a fever, he exited 
a sickness where he felt cold, and when he entered into a sickness 
where he felt cold, he exited the heat of a fever. Eventually, Rav 
Asi died. 


Immediately upon Rav Asi’s death, Sheila bar Avina went and said 

to his wife: Prepare for me provisions [zevadata],'" i.e., shrouds 

for my burial, as I will soon die. This is in order that Rav Asi will 

not go and tell Rav matters of criticism about me, that I did not 
listen to Rav Asi and that I caused his death because I took offense 

when he excommunicated me. His wife prepared for him the pro- 
visions, and Sheila passed away. The biers of Rav Asi and Sheila 
bar Avina were brought together for burial. Those accompanying 
the dead saw that the myrtle’ that was customarily placed on a bier 
was flying from this bier to that bier." They said: Conclude from 
it that the Sages, i.e., Rav Asi and Sheila bar Avina, have made 

peace with one another. 


§ The mishna teaches that a woman who experiences an emission 
of blood due to labor pains is not rendered a zava if she sees the 
blood in days when she can become a zava, but rather a menstruat- 
ing woman if she sees the blood on days during which she can be a 
menstruating woman. In this regard Rava raises a dilemma: In 
general, if a zava experiences an emission of blood while counting 
seven clean days, her count is negated and she must begin a new 
count of seven clean days. But what is the halakha with regard to a 
zava who experienced an emission of blood due to labor pains? 
Does this emission negate her count with regard to ziva? 


Rava elaborates: Does every substance that imparts impurity 
negate the count of seven clean days? If so, as this emission imparts 
impurity like blood of the days of menstruation, it negates her 
count as well. Or perhaps only a substance that causes a woman 
to become a zava negates her count," and as this blood is not a 
substance that causes her to become a zava it does not negate 
her count. 


Abaye said to Rava: The case of an emission of ziva due to circum- 
stances beyond one’s control will prove the halakha with regard 
to this dilemma, as such an emission does not cause one to be 
rendered a zav, and yet it negates one’s count of seven clean days. 


NOTES 


Prepare for me provisions — KITY b May: The later commen- 
taries explain that Sheila bar Avina instructed his wife to act in this 
manner because he sensed that he was about to die (Maharsha). 
Some claim that Sheila willingly brought about his own death, as 
the righteous can pass on to the upper world when they choose 
to do so, even if their time has not yet come (see Or HaHayyim 
on Leviticus 26:11). 


The myrtle. ..from this bier to that bier — wah NON NTI NDX 
x5: The later commentaries discuss this Gemara in the context 
of the issue whether or not it is permitted to place flowers other 
than myrtles on the bier of the dead. Some say the reason why a 
myrtle was placed on these biers was because the righteous are 
called myrtles, as in the verse: “And he stood among the myrtle 
trees” (Zechariah 1:8; Maharsha). If so, this custom applies only to 


the myrtle and only to the biers of the righteous (Nahalat Meir). 
Others permit the placement of other flowers on the biers of all 
individuals (Kiryat Hana David; Yabia Omer). 


Only a substance that causes a woman to become a zava 
negates her count, etc. — 131 Wid OWA 127: Some of the early 
commentaries maintain that Rava’s dilemma refers only to blood 
that accompanies labor pains, whereas if a woman who gives 
birth as a zava experiences bleeding of purity, she negates her 
counting of seven days. The difference is that according to Rav 
the blood of both impurity and purity come from the same 
source, and had she not given birth the blood would have caused 
impurity of menstruation or ziva. It is not comparable to the 
blood emitted when a woman is experiencing labor pains, as 
that blood does not cause the impurity of ziva at all (Tosafot). 
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Rava said to him: This is not so [la’ei],' as this emission of ziva 
due to circumstances beyond one’s control is also a substance that 
causes one to be rendered a zav, as we learned ina mishna (Zavim 
2:2): With regard to a man who saw a first sighting of ziva," one 
examines him to determine whether the discharge was caused by 
circumstances beyond his control. After the second sighting of ziva 
as well, one examines him. But after the third sighting one does 
not examine him, as even if the third sighting occurred due to cir- 
cumstances beyond his control he is nevertheless rendered a zav on 
its account. 


Abaye asked Rava: And according to Rabbi Eliezer, who said: 
Even after the third discharge one examines him, will you indeed 
say that since an emission of ziva due to circumstances beyond one’s 
control does not cause one to be rendered a zav, it does not negate 
his count? Rava said to Abaye: According to Rabbi Eliezer, this is 
indeed the case. 


The Gemara attempts to reject Rava’s explanation of the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer: Come and hear a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: 
Even after the third discharge one examines him to establish 
whether he must bring an offering, but after the fourth discharge 
one does not examine him. What, is it not correct to say that as he 
was already rendered a zav after three discharges, an examination 
after the fourth discharge is for the matter of negating any clean 
days counted thus far? If so, Rabbi Eliezer maintains that an emis- 
sion of ziva due to circumstances beyond one’s control negates 
one’s count. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, it is possible that the pur- 
pose of the examination after the fourth discharge is to determine 
whether to render impure that drop of ziva such that it imparts 
impurity through carrying. According to Rabbi Eliezer, the dis- 
charge of a zav imparts impurity through carrying, even if the 
discharge occurred due to circumstances beyond his control. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another baraita: With regard 
to the third discharge, Rabbi Eliezer says that one examines him, 
but after the fourth discharge one does not examine him. The 
reason is as I said, that the purpose of these examinations is to 
determine liability to bring an offering, and they do not pertain to 
the matter of negating any clean days counted thus far. Since the 
fourth sighting does not affect liability to bring an offering there is 
no need for an examination. Evidently, Rabbi Eliezer maintains that 
a discharge that occurs due to circumstances beyond one’s control 
does negate his count. 


The Gemara concedes: Rather, according to Rabbi Eliezer, one 
can resolve the dilemma and conclude that even a substance that 
does not cause one to be rendered a zav negates one’s count. But 
what is the halakha according to the opinion of the Rabbis? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear that which the father of 
Rabbi Avin teaches with regard to the question of why a discharge 
of ziva causes a zav to negate his entire count of clean days, whereas 
a seminal emission negates only the day of the emission itself: What 
did his ziva cause for him? An impurity of seven days. Therefore, 
a discharge of ziva causes him to negate his count of seven clean 
days. By contrast, what did his seminal emission cause for him? 
An impurity of one day alone. Therefore, a seminal emission causes 
him to negate only one day of his count. 


LANGUAGE 


Not so [la'ei] - od: The root of the word and its meaning are a discussion between Sages. The Arukh claims that it is a compound 
not entirely clear. According to Rashi, it means in truth or indeed. of two words, the Aramaic /a and the Greek vide, huios, meaning 
Some maintain that it is a shortened form of the Hebrew expres- son. If so, the word laei would mean: No, my son. 

sion /o hi or the Aramaic phrase /a hai, both of which mean not In any event, the expression introduces an inescapable conclu- 
so. Alternatively, it is a shortened form of the Aramaic expression sion; it indicates that the statement that follows must be accepted 
kelapei laya, just the opposite, which often appears in the Talmudin as true. 


HALAKHA 

With regard to a man who saw a first sighting of 
ziva, etc. — 1D) THONI TRI MX: In order to deter- 
mine whether a zav has to bring an offering, he is 
examined with regard to seven ways in which his 
discharge might have been caused by accident. This 
applies only to the first and second sightings. He 
is not examined for the third discharge, as even if 
it was due to an accident he is liable to bring an 
offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 2:5). 
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NOTES 


Blood emitted due to labor pains does not negate 
the seven days of ziva - Mara ANID WIP p: This 
conclusion applies only to the negation of the seven 
clean days of ziva. In this regard Abaye determined 
that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, not Rabbi Eliezer. The early commentaries 
disagree as to whether this blood that accompanies 
labor pains is included in the seven days. Some main- 
tain that not only does it not negate the clean days, 
but that day itself is even included in the seven days 
(Ramban Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:10; Ritva, 
citing Rabbeinu Hananel and Ramban). By contrast, 
in the extant commentary of the Ramban it is stated 
that this day is not included, and the Likkutei Halakhot 
writes that this is in fact the opinion of most of the 
halakhic authorities (see Ra’avad; Tosefot Rid). 


The birth does not negate her count of seven days 
of ziva — Mana nio ayy px: According to Rashi, the 
Gemara is referring to a case where a woman gave 
birth without emitting any blood. In such a situation, 
Abaye and Rava disagree whether her days of birth are 
counted toward her seven clean days. Although Rava 
himself maintains it is impossible for a wornan to give 
birth without emitting some blood, which means that 
the birth will necessarily negate her count, he is speak- 
ing in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Marinus, 
who holds that it is in fact possible for a woman to 
give birth without emitting blood (Tosafot). 


Abaye says the birth does not negate her count but 
it does not count, etc. - FPN) mid FIPS ‘Vas WAN 
3) mip: There is a principle that the halakha is in 
accordance with Rava in his disputes with Abaye, with 
six exceptions (see, e.g., Kiddushin 52a). According to 
some opinions, this case is one of the six in which the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Abaye. 
If so, a woman who gives birth as a zava must count 
seven clean days after the days of impurity, which are 
seven for the birth of a male and fourteen for the birth 
of a female (Josafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam; Responsa of 
the Geonim). Others maintain this is not one of the six 
exceptions, and rule that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava, who holds that the days of 
her birth in which she does not experience bleed- 
ing are included in the seven clean days of ziva (Rif; 
Rabbeinu Hananel; Ramban; Meiri). The Ritva and the 
Maggid Mishne claim this is the consensus opinion 
among the commentaries and the geonim. 
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The Gemara analyzes this statement: What is the meaning of the 
claim that ziva causes an impurity of seven days? If we say it means 
merely that ziva renders him impure for seven days, then the father 
of Rabbi Avin should have stated: Just as his ziva causes him to be 
impure for seven days, so too, it negates his count of seven clean 
days. Rather, is it not that the mention of causation indicates that 
this is what he is saying: A substance that causes one to be rendered 
a zav negates one’s count of seven clean days, whereas a substance 
that does not cause one to be rendered a zav, e.g., an emission of 
blood due to labor pains, does not negate one’s count. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, conclude from it that this is the opinion of 
the Rabbis. 


With regard to the halakha, Abaye said: We have a tradition that 
blood emitted by a woman due to labor pains does not negate the 
seven clean days of ziva,"" in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis. And if you a find tanna who said that it does negate them, 
the statement of that tanna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer. 


Q Itis taught in a baraita that Rabbi Marinus’ says: In the case of 
a zava who gave birth in the middle of counting seven clean days, 
the birth does not negate her count of seven clean days of ziva.™ 
With regard to this statement, a dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: What is the halakha as to whether her days of impurity may 
be counted toward the seven clean days of ziva? Abaye says: The 
birth does not negate her count, but it does not count" toward the 
seven clean days. Rava says: The birth does not negate her count 
and it also counts toward the seven days. 


Rava said: From where do I say that the birth is counted toward 
the seven days? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “But if 
she is purified from her ziva then she shall count for herself seven 
days, and after that she shall be pure” (Leviticus 15:28). The word 
after” indicates that she shall be pure only after counting all of them, 
i.e. that there should not be an impurity separating between any 
of the seven clean days. 


“ 


Rava explains: Granted, if you say the birth counts toward the 
seven clean days, this is in accordance with the requirement that 
there should not be an impurity separating between any of the 
seven clean days, as they remain consecutive. But if you say the 
birth does not count toward the seven clean days, then the birth 
separates between the seven clean days. The Gemara notes: And 
Abaye could have said to you that the baraita means that there 
should not be an impurity of ziva separating between them. 
There is no problem with a separation due to birth. 


HALAKHA 


Blood emitted by a woman due to labor pains does not negate 
the seven days of ziva — Mana ANID wip px: If a zava began 
counting seven clean days after the cessation of her blood flow 
and she emitted blood due to labor pains during those seven days, 
she does not negate the days she has already counted. According 
to the Rambam, the days in which she experienced labor pains are 
included in the seven clean days, although the Ra’avad disagrees 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:10). 


Rabbi Marinus — D» *37: Only a few statements of Rabbi Mari- 
nus, who was from the fifth generation of tanna'im, have been 
preserved in the Josefta and baraitot. It is known that he discussed 
halakhot before Rabbi Hama, Rabbi Oshaya's father, and before bar 


PERSONALITIES 


The birth does not negate her count of seven days of ziva — px 
ama NUN ap): If a woman gave birth during the seven clean 
days of her ziva she does not negate the days she has counted, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Marinus. The days of 
impurity for her birth are included in the seven clean days despite 
the fact that she is ritually impure, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:10). 


Kappara, and that he had a son, Shabbtai. Marinus is a Latin name. 
Originally a Roman family name, it is either from the name Marius, 
which in itself may derive from the Roman name Mars, the Roman 
god of war, or from the Latin word marinus, meaning of the sea. 
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Rava further said: From where do I say that the birth is counted 
toward the seven clean days? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “But if she is purified from her ziva then she shall count for 
herself seven days” (Leviticus 15:28). This indicates that she counts 
seven clean days from her ziva and not from her leprosy," i.e., she 
begins counting seven days from the cessation of her ziva, even if 
she is a leper. Likewise, she counts seven clean days from her ziva 
and not from her giving birth, as she counts seven clean days even 
if they continue through her days of impurity. The Gemara notes: 
And Abaye could have said to you: From this verse teach one deri- 
vation, i.e., from her ziva and not from her leprosy, but do not 
teach: From her ziva and not from her giving birth. 


And Rava would respond: What is this suggestion? Granted, if you 
say that the tanna of the baraita taught: From her ziva and not from 
her giving birth, one can understand why the tanna also teaches: 
From her ziva and not from her leprosy: Since it was necessary for 
the tanna to teach this halakha with regard to birth, he taught it 
with regard to her leprosy, due to the fact that he taught it with 
regard to birth. But if you say that the tanna taught only: From her 
ziva and not from her leprosy, then the verse is unnecessary, as this 
halakha is already derived from another verse: “And when the zav 
is purified of his ziva” (Leviticus 15:13), i.e., from his ziva and not 
from his leprosy. 


And Abaye could respond: One verse discusses the case of a zav 
and the other one discusses the case ofa zava, and both verses are 
necessary. As, if the Merciful One had written 


this halakha only with regard to a zav, one might have thought that 
the Torah was lenient solely in the case of a zav, because a zav is 
not rendered impure on account of an emission that occurs due to 
circumstances beyond his control. But in the case of a zava, who 
is rendered impure on account of an emission that occurs due to 
circumstances beyond her control, one might say this halakha 
does not apply. It was therefore necessary for the verse to teach that 
a Zava may count her seven clean days even if she is a leper. 


And if the Merciful One had written this halakha only with regard 
to a zava, one might have thought that the Torah was lenient with 
regard to a zava, because she is not rendered impure through 
three sightings on one day, as she is through sightings on three 
consecutive days. But with regard to a zav, who is rendered impure 
through three sightings on one day, as he is through sightings on 
three consecutive days, one might say that this halakha does not 
apply. It was therefore necessary for the verse to teach that a zav 
may count his seven clean days even if he is a leper. 


Abaye says: From where do I say that although the birth does not 
negate the count of a zava, it does not count toward the seven clean 
days? As it is taught in a baraita which addresses the verse: “If a 
woman be delivered, and bear a male, then she shall be impure seven 
days; as in the days of her menstrual sickness she shall be impure” 
(Leviticus 12:2). The superfluous phrase: “Her menstrual sickness 
she shall be impure,” serves to include a man who engages in 
intercourse with her," teaching that he is rendered impure as a 
menstruating woman and imparts impurity like her. 


HALAKHA 


From her ziva and not from her leprosy - xb) mai 
Fwad: With regard to a zava who began counting seven 
clean days after the cessation of her blood flow, even if 
she contracts another form of ritual impurity, such as 
leprosy, she includes those days in her counting, as those 
other types of impurity do not negate her counting. The 
halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:10). 


NOTES 


Her menstrual sickness she shall be impure, serves 
to include a man who engages in intercourse with 
her — abya ny niath sgun An: The later commentar- 
ies question the need for this exposition, as the Sages 
already derived from the verse: “And if any man lie with 
her, and her impurity be upon him, he shall be impure 
seven days, and every bed upon which he lies shall be 
impure” (Leviticus 15:24), that one who engages in sexual 
intercourse with a menstruating woman acquires her 
status of impurity. They suggest that the exposition here 
is teaching that if the woman gave birth to a female 
and is therefore impure for fourteen days, the man who 
engages in intercourse with her is likewise impure for 
fourteen days (Nezer HaKodesh). 
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LANGUAGE 
Ahadevoi - 139M: This Aramaic name is a contraction 
of aha d'avuha, which literally means father’s brother, or 
uncle. Certain people used this as a first name, similar to 
the name Abba, father. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rav Ahadevoi bar Ami — ‘ax 32 aT% 37: From the 
third to fourth generation of Babylonian amora‘im, Rav 
Ahadevoi bar Ami was a student of Rav Sheshet. He 
appears in discussions with Rav Hisda. The amora’im of 
the following generation learned from Rav Ahadevoi bar 
Ami and they analyze his statements. 
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Furthermore, the phrase: “Her menstrual sickness she shall be 
impure,” serves to include the nights, i.e., although the verse states: 
“As in the days,” she is impure during the night as well. Finally, the 
phrase: “Her menstrual sickness she shall be impure,” serves to 
include a woman who gives birth as a zava, teaching that she must 
observe seven clean days. 


Abaye continues: What, is it not correct that the baraita means 
she must observe seven days that are clean from the impurity of 
birth? Evidently, her days of impurity do not count toward her 
count of seven clean days. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, 
the baraita means that these days must be clean of blood. If she does 
not experience bleeding during her days of impurity, they may be 
counted toward her seven clean days. 


And Abaye said: From where do I say that the birth does not count 
toward the seven clean days? As it is taught in a baraita with regard 
to the aforementioned verse: The verse compares the halakha of the 
impurity of birth to the impurity of menstruation, indicating that 
the days of her menstruation are like the days of her giving birth: 
Just as the days of her menstruation are unfit for ziva, as awoman 
may be rendered a zava only through emissions during the eleven 
days following the seven days of menstruation, and the counting 
of seven clean days of ziva is not reckoned from them because as 
long as she remains a zava she cannot be deemed a menstruating 
woman; so too, with regard to the days of her giving birth, which 
are unfit for ziva because a woman cannot be rendered a zava on 
account of blood emitted due to childbirth, the counting of seven 
clean days of ziva is not reckoned from them. 


The Gemara notes: And Rava, who maintains that the days ofimpu- 
rity may be counted toward the seven clean days, could say to you: 
In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said that not only is 
the birth not counted toward the seven clean days, it also negates 
any days counted thus far. 


The Gemara analyzes the aforementioned baraita, which compares 
the halakha of the impurity of birth to the impurity of menstruation, 
with regard to ziva: But does one derive the possible from the 
impossible? In other words, how can the halakha with regard to 
impurity after giving birth be derived from that of the days of men- 
struation? While it is possible for a woman to give birth as a zava, it 
is impossible for a zava to simultaneously attain the status of a 
menstruating woman. 


Rav Ahadevoi! bar Ami” says: This baraita is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said that one derives the pos- 
sible from the impossible. And Rav Sheshet says a different expla- 
nation: Although generally one does not derive the possible from 
the impossible, perforce the verse juxtaposed the days of impurity 
after birth and those of menstruation,’ and a juxtaposition in the 
verse is expounded even if one case is possible while the other is 
not. Some say a different attribution of these answers, that Rav 
Ahadevoi bar Ami says that Rav Sheshet says: This baraita is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said that one 
derives the possible from the impossible. And Rav Pappa says: 
Perforce the verse juxtaposed the days of impurity after birth and 
those of menstruation. 


NOTES 


Perforce the verse juxtaposed the days of impurity after birth cannot state juxtapositions by himself; they must be learned as a 
and of menstruation - J137 Wp mp by: There isa principle tradition from one's rabbi, who in turn learned it from his rabbi, as 
that one cannot refute a derivation based on juxtaposition by a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Since a juxtaposition 
drawing distinctions between the two juxtaposed cases (Rashi; is not based on reason, it cannot be refuted by logical argument 
Tosafot). According to the commentaries, this is because one alone (Rashi on Menahot 82b). 
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§ The mishna teaches that if a woman experienced labor pains 
accompanied by emissions of blood for three consecutive days 
within the eleven days between periods of menstruation, and the 
pangs subsided for a twenty-four-hour period, and she then gave 
birth, this indicates that the emissions were not due to her imminent 
labor, and this woman is considered one who gives birth as a zava. 
Additionally, the mishna states that she is considered a zava in a 
case where she rested from the pain of labor, but not necessarily 
from the flow of blood. Accordingly, if the pangs cease for twenty- 
four hours, she is considered a zava even if blood was discharging 
continuously. 


In this regard, a dilemma was raised before the Sages: If she rested 
from both this and that, from labor pains and emissions of blood, 
what is the halakha? Rav Hisda says that as she rested from labor 
pains it is evident that the emissions of blood were not due to her 
imminent labor, and she is ritually impure. Rabbi Hanina says that 
as the emissions of blood also ceased it is apparent that they were 
due to her imminent labor, and she is ritually pure. 


Rabbi Hanina says, in explanation of his opinion: Hear a parable; 
to what is this case comparable? It is comparable to a king who left 
his palace, and his soldiers left before him. Although the king 
travels behind them, it is known that they are the soldiers of 
the king. Likewise, although both the labor pains and the blood 
subsided, it is clear that the blood she emitted was due to the 
approaching birth, and therefore she is not a zava. 


And Rav Hisda says: By the same parable, i.e., assuming that the 
soldiers arrive before the king, all the more so that there must be 
many more soldiers accompanying the king upon his arrival. The 
lack of soldiers before the arrival of the king indicates that they are 
not in fact soldiers of the king. Likewise, the cessation of labor pains 
before the birth indicates that the previous emissions of blood were 
not due to her imminent labor. She is therefore rendered a zava. 


The Gemara raises an objection against the opinion of Rav Hisda: 
We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehoshua says: She is con- 
sidered a zava only if the pangs subsided for a twenty-four-hour 
period of a night and the following day, like Shabbat evening and 
its accompanying day. Additionally, she is considered a zava in a 
case where she rested from the pain of labor but not from the flow 
of blood. The Gemara infers: The reason she is rendered a zava 
is that she rested from the pain of labor and not from the flow 
of blood. But if she rested from both this and that, from labor 
pains and emissions of blood, she is ritually pure. The mishna is 
apparently a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Hisda. 


The Gemara explains that Rav Hisda could say to you: It is not 
necessary to teach that if she rested from both this and that she is 
impure, as, in terms of the above parable, the king’s soldiers have 
ceased entirely, i.e., both the labor pains and the blood have com- 
pletely subsided. But with regard to a case where she rested from 
the pain but not from the blood, one might say that just as she 
did not cease emitting blood, so too, she did not cease experienc- 
ing labor pains, and the fact that she does not sense any pain is 
because she was seized bya general disorientation, i.e., she was so 
weakened by the labor that she was unable to discern pain. Conse- 
quently, she should remain pure. Therefore, the mishna teaches us 
that if she does not feel labor pains, this is indicative that the previ- 
ous emissions of blood were not due to her imminent labor, and she 
is a zava. 


The Gemara poses a difficulty with regard to the opinion of 
Rabbi Hanina: We learned in the mishna: Ifa woman experienced 
labor pains for three consecutive days within the eleven days 
between periods of menstruation, and she rested from labor for a 
twenty-four-hour period, and she then gave birth, this woman is 
considered one who gives birth as a zava. 
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The Gemara analyzes the mishna: What are the circumstances of the 

scenario described in the mishna? If we say that it is as is taught, i.e., she 

rested from labor pains but continued to emit blood, then why do I need 

for her to experience three days of labor pains accompanied by emissions 

of blood in order for her to be rendered a zava? If she experienced bleeding 
during two days of labor pains and one day of resting, it would be suffi- 
cient to render her a zava, as she experienced bleeding even on the day 
she rested from labor pains. 


Rather, is it not correct that this is what the mishna is saying: If she 
experienced labor pains accompanied by emissions of blood for three 
days and she then rested from both this and that, or if she experienced 
labor pains for two days and she then rested from labor pains for a twenty- 
four-hour period, this woman is considered one who gives birth as a 
zava? And if so, the mishna is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of 
Rabbi Hanina. 


The Gemara explains that Rabbi Hanina could say to you: No, actually 
the mishna is to be understood as it is taught, that she experienced labors 
pains for three days and then rested from the pain but continued to emit 
blood. And this is what the mishna is teaching us: That even though she 
began experiencing labor pains at beginning of the third day, and she then 
rested from labor pains for a twenty-four-hour period during which she 
continued to emit blood, she is impure. And this serves to exclude the 
opinion of Rabbi Hanina, i.e., Hananya, son of Rabbi Yehoshua’s brother, 
who maintains that if a woman experiences labor pains during even part 
of her third day of experiencing emissions of blood she is not a zava, even 
if the pain then subsided for a twenty-four-hour period (see 36b). 


The mishna teaches: Howlong before birth is pain attributable to her labor 
pains, such that the blood is not considered blood of ziva? Rabbi Meir 
says: Even forty or fifty days before the birth. The Gemara asks: Now that 
you have said that even fifty days before the due date a woman can experi- 
ence labor pains, is it necessary to teach that she can experience them 
forty days before? Rav Hisda says: ‘This is not difficult. Here, where 
the mishna states that she can experience labor pains fifty days before birth, 
it is referring to a sick woman; there, where the mishna states that she 
can experience labor pains forty days before birth, it is referring to a 
healthy woman. 


§ With regard to the halakha that a woman who experiences labor pains 
does not contract the impurity of ziva, Rabbi Levi says: The birth of a 
child renders the mother ritually pure from ziva only if she experienced 
bleeding during the eleven days that are fit for her to become a zava. But 
if she experienced bleeding due to labor pains during the days of menstrua- 
tion that precede or follow those eleven days, she is a menstruating woman. 
And Rav says: Even if she continued to experience bleeding during the 
days that are fit for the counting of a zava, i.e., in the seven days following 
the eleven days of ziva, which are also part of her days of menstruation, 
she remains pure. Rav Adda bar Ahava says: And according to the 
reasoning of Rav, 


even if she continues to experience bleeding during the days that are fit 
for the new counting following the negation of the days counted by a 
zava, she remains pure. Ifa woman experiences bleeding during her seven 
clean days, she negates any days counted thus far, and must begin a new 
count of seven clean days. Accordingly, all the days that follow her days of 
ziva are effectively considered days that are fit for the counting of a zava. 
Therefore, blood emitted due to labor pains during these days is also ritu- 
ally pure. Consequently, the blood that accompanies labor pains is ritually 
impure only if she begins to emit it during her days of menstruation. 
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The Gemara poses a difficulty with regard to the opinion of Levi: We 
learned in the mishna: How long before birth is pain attributable to her 
labor pains? Rabbi Meir says: Even forty or fifty days before the birth. 
Rabbi Meir apparently maintains that a woman who experiences continu- 
ous labor pains accompanied by emissions of blood for forty or fifty days 
remains pure. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: Granted, the mishna is clear according 
to Rav, as you find that it is possible that she will remain pure for such a 
long period, i.e., in accordance with the explanation of Rav Adda bar 
Ahava that Rav deems the blood pure even during the days that are fit for 
the new counting following the negation of the days counted by a zava. 
Accordingly, as long as the woman begins to experience labor pains during 
her days of ziva, she remains pure until birth, provided the labor pains 
continue without a twenty-four-hour period of resting. But according to 
Levi, who maintains that blood accompanying labor pains is pure only 
during the days of ziva, the mishna is difficult, as it is impossible for her 
blood to remain pure due to labor pains for fifty days. 


The Gemara explains that Levi could say to you: Does the mishna teach 
that she is pure during all these days, i.e., that she remains pure throughout 
the days of menstruation and ziva? Not so. Rather, if she emitted blood 
due to labor pains during the days of menstruation she has the status of 
a menstruating woman, whereas if she emitted the blood during the days 
of ziva she is pure. The mishna is teaching only that she will not be deemed 
a zava on account of this blood. 


Some Sages state another version of the above disagreement: Rabbi Levi 
says: The birth of a child renders the mother ritually pure only if she 
experienced bleeding during the eleven days that are fit for her to become 
a greater zava, i.e. if she experienced bleeding on three consecutive days 
during that time. But if she experienced bleeding on only one or two days 
she is rendered a lesser zava, and she must observe a clean day for each day 
she experiences a discharge. What is the reason? It is written: “And if a 
woman has an issue of her blood many days...all the days of the issue of 
her impurity she shall be as in the days of her menstruation: She is impure” 
(Leviticus 15:25). The verse is referring specifically to a greater zava, indi- 
cating that the halakha that a woman is not rendered a zava on account of 
an emission of blood caused by labor pains applies only to a greater zava. 


Abba Shaul says in the name of Rav: The birth of a child renders the 
mother ritually pure even if she experienced bleeding on the days that are 
fit for her to become a lesser zava. What is the reason? “Days” and “many 
days” are written there, from which the impurity of a lesser zava is derived. 
Accordingly, the verse includes a lesser zava in this halakha as well. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: We learned in the mishna: How long before 

birth is pain attributable to her labor pains? Rabbi Meir says: Even forty 
or fifty days before the birth. Rabbi Meir apparently maintains that a 

woman who experiences continuous labor pains accompanied by emis- 
sions of blood for forty or fifty days remains pure. If so, the mishna is dif- 
ficult according to both opinions, as all agree that only emissions of blood 

due to labor pains that occur during her days of ziva are pure. The Gemara 

responds: Does the mishna teach that she is pure during all fifty days? 

Not so. Rather, if she experienced labor pains accompanied by emissions 

of blood during the days of menstruation she has the status of a men- 
struating woman, whereas if she experienced them during the days of 
ziva she is pure. 


With regard to the above statement of Rabbi Meir, it is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Meir would say: There is a scenario in which a woman experi- 
ences labor pains accompanied by emissions of blood for one hundred 
and fifty days, and the impurity of ziva is not included in those days, i.e., 
she will not be rendered a greater zava. How so? First, a woman emits 
blood for two days not at the time of her menstruation, e.g., she experi- 
ences bleeding on the tenth and eleventh days of ziva. She is not rendered 
a menstruating woman by these emissions, as they occurred during the 
days of ziva, nor does she become a greater zava, since she experienced 
bleeding on only two days. 


1311p- NIDDA ` PEREK IV:38A 259 


This file may not 


NOTES 


Womb [kever] - ap: Although the Talmud does not 
shy away from discussing any issue, as all aspects of life 
require talmudic study, the Sages consistently employ 
euphemisms. In this case, the word kever, literally grave, 
is a euphemism for the womb. This particular euphemism 
was influenced by the verse in which these two items are 
listed together among things that are never satisfied: “The 
grave and the barren womb" (Proverbs 30:16). 


That it is possible for there to be an opening of the 
womb without blood - o7 xba rapa nons> wort: 

Since it is possible for a woman to give birth without 
experiencing an emission of blood, then in a case where 
she has not actually seen an emission of blood, it is 
assumed she did not experience one, and she is therefore 
pure from ziva. According to the opinion that it is impos- 
sible for there to be an opening of the womb without 
an emission of blood, it is certain that in this scenario 
she experienced a third emission of blood with the birth. 
Rashi explains that the baraita is referring to a case where 
she did not experience any labor pains; accordingly, this 
emission renders her a greater zava (Rashi). 
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Rabbi Meir continues: And then she continues to experience bleed- 
ing throughout the seven days of menstruation. She is not consid- 
ered to have experienced bleeding of ziva for three consecutive days, 
as the third emission occurred during her days of menstruation. 
And she then experiences bleeding for the first two days after the 
days of menstruation, i.e., on the first and second days of the eleven 
days of ziva. And on the third day of ziva she begins the period of 
fifty days before giving birth, during which the child renders her 
pure. This constitutes a period of sixty-one days during which she 
is not rendered a greater zava. 


Rabbi Meir continues: And this period is followed by eighty days 
of purity from ziva after giving birth to a female, for a total of 141 
days during which she does not become a greater zava on account 
of blood emitted. And there are then seven days of menstruation 
following her days of purity, and another two days after the days of 
menstruation, i.e., the first and second days of ziva, during which 
she experiences bleeding, for a total of 150 days during which she 
does not become a greater zava on account of blood emitted. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: If so, there is also a scenario 
in which a woman experiences emissions of blood due to labor 
pains for all the days of her life, and the impurity of ziva is not 
included in them. For example, she gives birth to a female, and at 
the conclusion of her days of impurity engages in intercourse with 
her husband and becomes pregnant. She continues to experience 
bleeding throughout her days of purity, after which she experiences 
bleeding during the seven days of menstruation and the first two 
days of the next cycle of ziva. She then experiences labor pains 
accompanied by blood for fifty days, after which she miscarries a 
female. She subsequently becomes pregnant again within eighty 
days of the miscarriage, and the above process repeats itself. In this 
manner, she will never become a greater zava. 


Rabbi Meir said to them: What is your opinion, that a woman is 
not rendered a zava due to the birth of non-viable newborns? The 
halakha that blood emitted due to labor pains does not render a 
woman a zava does not apply to non-viable newborns." 


The Sages taught in a baraita: There is a scenario in which a woman 
sees blood for one hundred days, and the impurity of greater ziva 
is not included in them. How so? She emits blood for two days not 
at the time of her menstruation, and then throughout the seven 
days of menstruation, and then for the first two days after the days 
of menstruation. And this period is followed by eighty days of 
purity from ziva after giving birth to a female, and seven days of 
menstruation following her days of purity, and another two days 
after the days of menstruation. This amounts to one hundred days. 


The Gemara asks: What is this baraita teaching us? The Gemara 
responds: The baraita serves to exclude the opinion of the one who 
said that it is impossible for there to be an opening of the womb 
[hakever]" without an emission of blood. According to this opinion, 
if a woman gives birth after experiencing bleeding on the first two 
days after the days of menstruation, it is certain she experienced 
bleeding on the third day as well, as every birth is accompanied by 
an emission of blood. Consequently, she has experienced bleeding 
on three consecutive days during the days of ziva and is rendered a 
greater zava. The baraita teaches us that it is possible for there 
to be an opening of the womb without an emission of blood." 
Therefore, if she gave birth on the third day of ziva and she did not 
experience bleeding, she is not rendered a greater zava. 


The halakha that blood emitted due to labor pains does not 
apply to non-viable newborns — mop WIP pr: With regard 
to a pregnant woman who began to feel labor pains and started 
emitting blood before birth, this is considered the blood that 
accompanies labor pains, which is ritually pure in the days of ziva. 


HALAKHA 


This halakha applies only to the birth of a viable child, not if she 
had a miscarriage. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir, since Rava on the following amud rules in accor- 
dance with his opinion, and the halakha follows Rava because 
he is a late amora (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:1). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


YD OIF 13) FF WİN NTT DT” 
ARON FY FOTW 937 OW WIN TTY 
wantin p 1373 wn 


INS) yay NA DW ANP 193 
yn nonna ag yen nnna 
awa nT iog- ty 


DAWA yaY ADS IMs OP AOp IN 
wn gioa ar) yyw nonna 
awan tt pre — aT 


ADP APA YOY TIN TA NAIK INNY 
TOK NT PX DY NUD TT I 
NIS DTP MUA Tw pg DNW 
DINIY ix DY Ime) Daw OND) 
DYyIw) DOKY iK OF OWA DYW) 

when 


KANT DWNT OOD TAKT NIT 
povn pat xd DK opon 
wia SW Naw yaya yy PND 

Pw 


Perek IV 
Daf 38 Amud b 


KPE ax IN) way naw ban vy 
Jspr 


DPONT ITIYY INN KIN VI TIN 
"ean AY Pal y 237- Doy 
ANP IN VAD) pI NIA P 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda says: It is sufficient that 
a woman is not rendered a zava on account of blood that is emitted 
due to labor pains only from within one month of her due date. In 
this regard, it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says in the 
name of Rabbi Tarfon: It is sufficient for her not to be rendered a 
zava from within one month ofher due date. And there is an aspect 
of leniency and an aspect of stringency in the matter. 


The baraita explains: How so? If she experienced labor pains 
accompanied by an emission of blood for two days at the end of her 
eighth month of pregnancy, which are days in which she can be 
rendered a zava, and for one day at the beginning of her ninth 
month, then even if she gave birth at the beginning of the ninth 
month, the one day from the ninth month joins together with the 
two days from the eighth month, and this woman is considered one 
who gives birth as a zava. This is an aspect of stringency. 


But if she experienced labor pains accompanied by an emission of 
blood for one day at the end of her eighth month, and for only two 
days at the beginning of her ninth month, then even if she gave 
birth at the end of the ninth month, this woman is not considered 
one who gives birth as a zava, and she is pure. This is an aspect of 
leniency. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava says: Conclude from the baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that the blast of the shofar at the beginning of the 
ninth month causes" the blood emitted during that month to be 
pure. That is to say, once the ninth months begins, any blood emit- 
ted does not render her a zava. The Gemara asks: Is that so, that the 
entire ninth month of pregnancy is suitable for giving birth, and 
therefore any blood seen during the ninth month is attributed 
to the imminent labor? But doesn’t Shmuel say that a woman 
becomes pregnant and gives birth only after 271 days, which is a 
full nine months, or after 272 days, or after 273 days? She will not, 
however, give birth during the ninth month itself. 


The Gemara responds: Shmuel said his statement in accordance 
with the opinion of the early generations of pious men. As it is 
taught in a baraita: The early generations of pious men would 
engage in sexual intercourse only on a Wednesday, so that their 
wives should not come 


to a desecration of Shabbat. If they were to engage in sexual inter- 
course on a Sunday, Monday, or Tuesday, their wives might give 

birth on Shabbat, either 271, 272, or 273 days after conception either. 
The Gemara asks: If this was indeed the concern of the early genera- 
tions of pious men, why would they engage in intercourse only on 

a Wednesday, and nothing more? After all, if they engaged in inter- 
course ona Thursday, Friday, or Shabbat, they would likewise avoid 

any desecration of Shabbat. The Gemara answers: Say that the 

baraita means that the early generations of pious men would engage 

in intercourse each week only from Wednesday onward." 


Mar Zutra said: What is the reasoning of the early generations of 
pious men, who state that a woman does not give birth before 271 
days have passed from the time of insemination? As it is written 
with regard to Boaz and Ruth: “And he went in unto her, and the 
Lord gave her conception [herayon]” (Ruth 4:13). The letters that 
constitute the word herayon are 271 in numerical value. 


NOTES 


The shofar at the beginning of the month causes — 
wy xy: Rashi explains that this is referring to 
the shofar blast by the court at the time of the sanc- 
tification of the new month. Some write that this 
does not mean, as might be inferred from a literal 
reading, that the sanctification of the month by the 
court is a factor with regard to the time of birth, since 
a woman does not give birth in coordination with 
the lunar months. Rather, the Gemara is speaking of 
the months of pregnancy in terms of the months of 
the year. Furthermore, labor pains can be compared 
to a shofar blast, in keeping with the parable of a 
king and his soldiers (see 37b), since when a king 
leaves a city his soldiers blast the shofar to herald his 
approach (Ritva). 


NOTES 

From Wednesday onward — PN sya: Some 
commentaries explain that the early generation o 
pious men would engage in intercourse with their 
wives only on Wednesdays due to a concern tha 
he conception might not begin until three days 
ater, in which case she might give birth on Shabba 
(Ritva). Others maintain that they were concerned 
hat even if their wives did not give birth on Shabba 
hey might have the child within three days of Shab- 
bat, and the halakha is that one desecrates Shabba 
or a childbearing woman in the first three days after 
he birth (Ran). 
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Mar Zutra says: Even according to the one who said, e.g., Shmuel 
and the early generations of pious men, that a woman who gives 
birth at nine months does not give birth after an incomplete 
number of months," i.e., she carries for a full nine months, neverthe- 
less, a woman who gives birth at seven months can give birth after 
an incomplete number of months. As it is stated with regard to the 
birth of Samuel: “And it came to pass, when the seasons of the 
days had come, that Hannah conceived, and bore a son” (1 Sam- 
uel 1:20). The minimal number of “seasons” is two, and as each 
season of the year is three months, this amounts to six months. And 
the minimal number of “days” is two." If so, Samuel was born in 
the seventh month of Hannah’s pregnancy. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: 
Labor pains do not occur more than two weeks before birth. 
Shmuel said: What is the reasoning of the Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi Yosei 
and Rabbi Shimon? As it is written with regard to a woman who 
gives birth to a female: “And she shall be impure two weeks, as in 
her menstruation” (Leviticus 12:5). The verse indicates that she is 
impure as in her menstruation but not as in her ziva. By inference, 
one may conclude that her ziva is pure, i.e., if she emits blood 
accompanied by labor pains she is not rendered a zava. And for how 
long is this the case? For two weeks. 


With regard to the halakha that blood emitted due to labor pains 
does not impart impurity of ziva, the Sages taught: There is a sce- 
nario in which a woman experiences labor pains accompanied by 
emissions of blood for twenty-five days before birth, and the impu- 
rity of greater ziva is not included in them. How so? She emits 
blood for two days not at the time of her menstruation, i.e., on the 
tenth and eleventh days of ziva, and then for the seven days of 
menstruation, and then for the first two days of ziva that come 
after the days of menstruation. And this period is followed by 
fourteen days during which the impending birth ofa child renders 
pure the blood she sees. 


The baraita continues: And it is impossible for a woman to experi- 
ence labor pains accompanied by emissions of blood for twenty-six 
days without a child, such that she will not be a woman who gives 

birth as a zava. Since a span of twenty-six days includes at least five 

days of ziva, there will inevitably be three consecutive days of ziva 

during which she experienced bleeding, therefore rendering her a 

greater zava. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: Is the baraita really dealing with 
a case without a child, i.e., where she is not even pregnant? If there 
is no child, then experiencing bleeding on three consecutive days 
after the days of menstruation is also sufficient to render her a 
greater zava. Rav Sheshet said one should say the baraita as follows: 
Twenty-six days in a case where there is a child, i.e., where she 
is pregnant. Rava said to Rav Sheshet: But the baraita explicitly 
teaches: Without a child. 


NOTES 


A woman who gives birth at nine months does not give birth 
after an incomplete number of months — 72° nyon n 


Dyp nhi: The early commentaries disagree as to the hala- 


kha in the case of a woman who gives birth midway through her 


ninth month. Some say the child is considered viable in all regards, 


if it is known that its term of gestation was completed (Ramban). 
According to some authorities, the nine months must be full and 
complete for the child to be considered viable (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 1:5 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Evel 1:7). 

Nowadays, even women with normal pregnancies often give 
birth in the middle of the ninth month (see Tosafot on Avoda Zara 


24b). The Rema likewise rules that a child born anytime in the ninth 
month is considered viable (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 156:4, in 
the comment of Rema). 


The minimal number of days is two — Daw 023? bry: There 
is a principle that whenever a verse uses a plural form without 
further specification it is assumed to be referring to the small- 
est possible number (see Yoma 80a). With regard to the mat- 
ter at hand, this means two days (see Gemara and Rashi on 
Sukka sb). 
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Rather, Rava said that this is what the baraita is saying: It is 
impossible for a woman to experience labor pains accompanied 
by emissions of blood for twenty-six days in a case where there 
isa child, such that she will not be a woman who gives birth as 
a zava. And in a case where there is no child born but there is a 
non-viable newborn, with three consecutive days of emissions 
she also becomes a zava. What is the reason? The halakha that 
blood emitted due to labor pains does not render a woman a zava 
does not apply to non-viable newborns. 


MI S HNA“4 woman who experiences labor pains 


within eighty days of giving birth to a 
female," e.g., she conceived during the sixty-six days of purity, or 
she initially conceived twins and she gave birth to a female and 
the birth of the second fetus was delayed, all blood that she sees 
is ritually pure, as she is currently within her days of purity. And 
this remains the halakha until the child emerges from the womb, 
at which point she is rendered impure as a woman who gives birth. 
And Rabbi Eliezer deems ritually impure the blood that occurs 
due to these labor pains. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Eliezer: And what, if in an instance 
where the verse was stringent with regard to blood emitted 
while resting, namely if a pregnant woman emits blood after her 
days of purity without any labor pains she is rendered impure, the 
verse was lenient with regard to blood that accompanies the 
labor pains; then in an instance where the verse was lenient with 
regard to blood emitted while resting, i.e., during a woman's days 
of purity, is it not right that we will be lenient with regard to 
blood that accompanies the labor pains? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to them: When deriving a halakha by means 
of an a fortiori inference, there is a principle that it is sufficient 
for the conclusion that emerges from an a fortiori inference to 
be like its source.® In other words, the status of blood emitted 
due to labor pains during her days of purity should not be more 
lenient than that of blood emitted due to labor pains after her days 
of purity. Rabbi Eliezer elaborates: Concerning what type of 
impurity was the verse lenient with regard to a woman who 
experiences an emission of blood due to labor pains? Concerning 
the impurity of ziva. But she may still be rendered ritually 
impure with the impurity of a menstruating woman. So too, 
if a woman experiences emissions of blood due to labor pains 
during her days of purity, she is rendered a menstruating woman. 


G E M ARA With regard to the dispute between Rabbi 


Eliezer and the Rabbis concerning a 
woman who emits blood due to labor pains during her days of 
purity, the Sages taught a baraita that addresses a verse discussing 
a woman who gives birth to a female: “And sixty-six days she shall 
observe the blood of purity” (Leviticus 12:5). The term “She shall 
observe” serves to include a woman who experiences labor 
pains within eighty days of giving birth to a female, teaching that 
all blood that she sees is ritually pure. And this remains the case 
until the child emerges from the womb. And Rabbi Eliezer 
deems ritually impure the blood that occurs due to these labor 
pains. 


BACKGROUND 


It is sufficient [dayyo] for the conclusion that emerges from ana 
fortiori inference to be like its source — }1723 nom piam xab pT: 
This halakhic principle, referred to in shorthand as dayyo, restricts 
the conclusions that may be derived from an a fortiori inference. It 
prevents the implementation of limitless leniencies or stringencies 
from an a fortiori inference by creating limits for its implementa- 


teaches in the following manner: Just as X is more stringent than 
Y with regard to point A, X is no less stringent than Y with regard 
to point B. It does not teach: Just as X is more stringent than Y with 
regard to point A, X is similarly more stringent than Y with regard 
to point B. If that were the case, there would be no limit to the 
conclusions derived from such an inference. 


tion. The principle of dayyo establishes that an a fortiori inference 


NOTES 


A woman who experiences labor pains within 
eighty days of giving birth to a female - nwpan 
mapbw aninw Jina: The mishna does not refer to the 
forty days following the birth of a male because this 
case involves a woman who became pregnant again 
during her days of purity. Such a scenario is not pos- 
sible after the birth of a male, as the days of purity end 
forty days after his birth, and a fetus within forty days 
of conception is not classified as a fetus with regard to 
the halakhot of experiencing labor pains and birth. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who experiences labor pains within 
eighty days of giving birth to a female - Jina nwpan 
mapby ainw: If a woman gives birth to a female and 
after her fourteen days of impurity becomes pregnant 
again and emits blood while experiencing labor pains 
within eighty days of the birth of the female, this is 
considered blood of purity, despite the fact that the 
halakha of blood accompanying labor pains does not 
apply to miscarriages. The reason is that any blood she 
sees during her days of purity is pure until she has a 
miscarriage, at which point she has the impurity of a 
woman after childbirth, for the amount of days for a 
male or female depending on the sex of the miscarried 
fetus. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 7:9). 
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The Rabbis said to Rabbi Eliezer: And what, if in an instance where 

the verse was stringent with regard to blood that is emitted while 

resting before the birth of the child, as such blood renders her a zava, 
the verse was lenient with regard to blood that is emitted while rest- 
ing after the birth of the child, i.e., during her days of purity; then in 

an instance where the verse was lenient with regard to blood emitted 

due to labor pains before the birth of the child, is it not right that we 

will be lenient with regard to blood that is emitted due to labor pains 

after the birth of the child? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to them: It is sufficient for the conclusion that 
emerges from an a fortiori inference to be like its source. Rabbi 
Eliezer elaborates: Concerning what type of impurity was the verse 
lenient with regard to a woman who experiences an emission of blood 
due to labor pains? Concerning the impurity of ziva. But an emission 
of blood renders her impure with the impurity of a menstruating 
woman. So too, if a woman experiences emissions of blood due to 
labor pains during her days of purity, she is rendered a menstruating 
woman. 


The Rabbis said to him: But we will respond to you with another 
version of the a fortiori inference: And what, if in an instance where 
the verse was stringent with regard to blood that is emitted while 
resting before the birth of the child the verse was lenient with regard 
to blood that is emitted due to labor pains that come with it, i.e., which 
precede the birth of the child; then in an instance where the verse was 
lenient with regard to blood emitted while resting, namely during a 
woman's days of purity, is it not right that we will be lenient with 
regard to blood that accompanies the labor pains that come with it? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to them: Even if you respond by citing a fortiori 
inferences of that type throughout the entire day, the principle 
remains that it is sufficient for the conclusion that emerges from an 
a fortiori inference to be like its source. Concerning what type of 
impurity was the verse lenient with regard to a woman who experi- 
ences an emission of blood due to labor pains? Concerning the impu- 
rity of ziva. But an emission of blood renders her impure with the 
impurity of a menstruating woman. 


Rava said: With this response Rabbi Eliezer triumphed over the 
Rabbis: Didn’t you say that the reason why a woman is not rendered 
a zava on account of blood that is emitted due to labor pains before 
birth is because the verse states: “And if a woman has an issue of her 
blood many days” (Leviticus 15:25)? The term “her blood” indicates 
that only her blood that comes due to herself is impure due to ziva, 
but not blood that comes due to her child. So too, one can say that as 
the verse states with regard to a woman who gives birth: “And she shall 
be purified from the fountain of her blood” (Leviticus 12:7), this 
indicates that only her blood that comes due to herself is pure from 
ziva, but not blood that comes due to her child. 


This Gemara raises a difficulty against the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer: If 
so, one can say that if she emits blood due to labor pains during the 
days of menstruation she is a menstruating woman, but if she emits 
blood in the days of ziva, i.e., after the days of menstruation, she is 
pure. The Gemara explains that the verse states: “She shall observe 
the blood of purity” (Leviticus 12:5), which indicates that there is one 
observance for all the days of her purity, i.e., all the blood she emits 
due to labor pains during her days of purity is either pure or impure. 


MI S HN A For all the eleven days of ziva that follow the 


seven days of menstruation, a woman has 
the presumptive status of ritual purity," as it is unusual for her to 
experience bleeding on these days. 


HALAKHA 


All eleven days a woman has the presumptive status of | menstruation. Consequently, she does not need to examine 
ritual purity - mgY Npina DW Wy tox bp: A woman has the herself on these days (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
status of purity for all the eleven days after the seven days of Bia 8:11). 
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If a woman sat and did not examine herself” every morning and 
evening to determine whether she emitted blood and is impure, it 
makes no difference whether she failed to examine herself unwit- 
tingly or due to circumstances beyond her control, or even if she 
acted intentionally and did not examine herself; she remains ritu- 
ally pure. She is rendered impure only if she examined herself and 
was found to have emitted blood. 


By contrast, if the time of her menstrual cycle arrived, when she 
is required to examine herself, and she did not examine herself, 
that woman is ritually impure, as it is typical for a woman to dis- 
charge blood at that time. Rabbi Meir says: If a woman was in 
hiding’ from danger, and the time of her menstrual cycle arrived 
and she did not examine herself” on that day, that woman is pure," 
because fear drives away blood." There is therefore no concern 
that she might have emitted blood. 


But with regard to the seven clean days of the zav and the zava, 
and with regard to a woman who observes a clean day for a day 
she experiences a discharge during her days of ziva, if she fails to 
examine herself on those days, these women have a presumptive 
status of ritual impurity, as they already experienced a discharge. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that throughout the 

eleven days of ziva that follow the seven 
days of menstruation, a woman has the presumptive status of ritual 
purity. The Gemara asks: With regard to what halakha is this 
stated? Rav Yehuda says: This serves to say that she does not 
require an examination during these days. The Gemara objects: 
But from the fact that the latter clause teaches: If she sat and did 
not examine herself she remains ritually pure, it can be inferred 
that she requires examination ab initio. 


The Gemara explains: In the latter clause we arrive at the case 
of a woman who is in the days of menstruation, not in the days 
of ziva. And this is what the mishna is saying: For all the eleven 
days of ziva that follow the days of menstruation, a woman 
has the presumptive status of ritual purity and she does not 
require examination. But during the days of her menstruation 
she requires examination. Nevertheless, if she sat and did not 
examine herself, whether unwittingly or due to circumstances 
beyond her control, or even if she acted intentionally and did not 
examine herself, she remains ritually pure. 


Rav Hisda said a different answer: The first clause of the mishna is 
necessary only for the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said: With 
regard to awoman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle, she 
is forbidden to engage in intercourse, lest she emit blood during 
intercourse. The mishna is teaching that this statement applies only 
during the days of her menstruation, but during the days of her 
ziva even Rabbi Meir concedes that she stands in her presumptive 
status of purity and may engage in intercourse with her husband. 


HALAKHA 


If a woman sat and did not examine herself, etc. — x) nv) maw 
"131717 1a: Ifa woman did not examine herself after the eleven days 
of her ziva, whether due to circumstances beyond her control or 
willingly, she has the presumptive status of ritual purity until she 
examines herself and finds that she is impure (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:12; see also Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 3:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 184:9). 


If woman was in hiding and the time of her menstrual cycle 
arrived and she did not examine herself - wm Kaniaa ANT 
mpta x) AND yw: Ifthe time for a woman's period arrived when 
she was hiding out of fear, she need not be concerned for impurity. 
Some commentaries say this halakha applies only if the time for 
her period had passed and she did not examine herself or sense 
any emission of blood, but she is obligated to examine herself at 
the time of her period ab initio (see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 184:8, 
and in the comment of Rema). 


BACKGROUND 

Ifa woman was in hiding - xama 707 ON: Archae- 
ological evidence suggests that this is not merely a 
theoretical construct, as situations like these were 
not uncommon during the bar Kokheva rebellion. 
Caves have been found in the Judean Desert that 
were clearly used as dwelling places, and under such 
stressful situations regular ovulation would likely have 
been affected. 


NOTES 

That woman is pure — Ai ft IH: According to 
some of the early commentaries, this means she is 
completely pure and she is not even required examine 
herself ab initio (Ba'al HaMaor; Rashba). Others explain 
that she is pure only after the fact, i.e., she is required 
to examine herself ab initio, but if she failed to do so 
she remains pure (Rashi; Ra’avad). 


Fear drives away blood - mata ms npypa ATIN: 
The Gemara later explains that certain mental states, 
such as fear, anxiety, and terror, can affect a woman's 
blood flow (71a). As the Gemara states elsewhere in 
this regard: Trepidation generated by extended worry 
contracts the muscles and prevents blood from flow- 
ing, and sudden fear relaxes the muscles and causes 
the blood to flow (Sota 20b). 

The later commentaries ask why this is not cited 
by the ruling authorities as a halakha that whenever a 
woman experiences a sudden panic there is a concern 
for the emission of blood and she is required to exam- 
ine herself (Arukh HaShulhan). Some of the later com- 
mentaries do in fact maintain that she must perform 
an examination under such circumstances (Darkhei 
Teshuva; Gufei Halakha; Tziyunei Tahara; Taharat Yisrael). 
Others disagree with this conclusion, claiming that 
the Gemara is merely saying that in such a situation 
a woman will certainly feel an emission of blood; it 
does not mean that even if she does not have such 
a sensation she is assumed to have had a discharge. 
Consequently, she is not obligated to examine herself 
(Hatam Sofer; Responsa Meshiv Davar). 
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HALAKHA 


A menstruating woman, a zava, and a woman who 

observes a day for a day, etc. - Di Maw AIIM TIT 
who observes a day for a day, and a woman after child- 
birth all impart impurity retroactively for twenty-four 
hours, or from their last examination before they expe- 
rienced bleeding. This halakha applies by rabbinic law, 
and this is the twenty-four-hour period mentioned with 

regard to a menstruating woman. How so? If a woman 

who was ritually pure and has no fixed period examined 

herself in the morning and found that she was pure, and 

hen at midday she performed another examination 

and discovered that she certainly (Mishne LaMelekh) 

had an emission, all pure items she touched in between 

he two examinations are retroactively impure. Likewise, 
if she examined herself on one day and she was pure, 
and two or three days later examined herself again and 

ound blood, all pure items she handled in the previous 

wenty-four hours are retroactively impure. The halakha 

is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:4). 


A woman does not fix a menstrual cycle for herself 
during the days of her ziva - Jina np) ay DYIP Aye 
anD»: A woman does not fix a period during the 
eleven days of her ziva. If she regularly experiences 
bleeding on the same day during her days of ziva, she 
must be concerned for impurity at that time. The hala- 
kha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:9). 


NOTES 


A woman does not fix a menstrual cycle for herself 
during the days of her ziva - Jina np) AY nyap Yy 
anI»: Some early commentaries write that these 
sightings during the days of ziva are considered acci- 
dental and are disregarded altogether. Consequently, if 
a woman experiences bleeding every fifteen days, the 
occurrences on the days of ziva are ignored as though 
they did not happen at all, and therefore her fixed 
period is on the twenty-ninth day (Ra’avad in Ba‘alei 
HaNefesh). Other early commentaries are puzzled by 
this conclusion, as it is unreasonable to allow an actual 
interval of fifteen days to be ignored in favor of a sup- 
posed regular interval that is not regular at all (Ramban; 
Rashba; Ba'al HaMaor; Meiri). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, that even according to Rabbi Meir there are 
days in which a woman who does not have a fixed menstrual cycle 
is permitted to engage in sexual intercourse with her husband, why 
did Rabbi Meir say that her husband must divorce her and he may 
never take her back, even if she eventually develops a fixed men- 
strual cycle? Let them engage in intercourse during the eleven days 
of ziva. The Gemara answers: He must divorce her lest the matter 
lead to failure during the days of menstruation, i.e., in case they 
come to engage in intercourse during the days of menstruation, 
when she might experience regular menstrual bleeding. 


The Gemara objects: But from the fact that the latter clause 
teaches: If the time of her menstrual cycle arrived and she did 
not examine herself, that woman is ritually impure, it can be 
inferred that we are dealing with a woman who has a fixed men- 
strual cycle. The Gemara explains: The mishna is incomplete and 
this is what it is teaching: For all the eleven days of ziva that follow 
the days of menstruation, a woman has the presumptive status of 
ritual purity and she is permitted to her husband, but during the 
days of menstruation she is prohibited to her husband. 


In what case is this statement said? In the case of awoman who 
does not have a fixed menstrual cycle, where there is a concern she 
might experience bleeding during any of the days of menstruation. 
But in the case of a woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle, she is 
permitted to engage in sexual intercourse with her husband, and 
she requires examination. Nevertheless, if she sat and did not 
examine herself, whether unwittingly or due to circumstances 
beyond her control, or even if she acted intentionally and did not 
examine herself, she remains ritually pure. Ifthe time of her men- 
strual cycle arrived and she did not examine herself, she is impure. 


The Gemara objects: But from the fact that the last clause is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, it can be inferred that 
the first clause is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir. The Gemara explains that the entire mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, and this is what it is saying: If she 
was not in hiding and the time of her menstrual cycle arrived and 
she did not examine herself, she is impure, as Rabbi Meir says: 
If a woman was in hiding and the time of her menstrual cycle 
arrived and she did not examine herself, she is pure, as fear drives 
away blood. 


Rava says a different explanation of the first clause of the mishna: 
The mishna is coming to say that if a woman experiences bleeding 
during the eleven days of ziva, as she previously had the presump- 
tive status of purity she does not impart impurity retroactively for 
a twenty-four-hour period to any ritually pure items she touched. 
It is assumed that she did not emit any blood before this emission. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: With regard to a 
menstruating woman, and a zava, and a woman who observes a 
day for a day," and a woman who gave birth, they all impart 
impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period. A woman 
who observes a day for a day is one who experiences bleeding for 
one or two days during her days of ziva, and the baraita teaches that 
even such a woman imparts impurity retroactively for a twenty- 
four-hour period. If so, this is a conclusive refutation of Rava’s 
explanation. 


Rav Huna bar Hiyya says another explanation of the first clause of 
the mishna in the name of Shmuel: The mishna is coming to say 
that a woman does not fix a menstrual cycle for herself during the 
days of her ziva."" In other words, a sighting during these days does 
not combine with sightings during the previous two periods of ziva 
to establish a fixed menstrual cycle. The Gemara relates that this 
statement was recited before Rav Yosef, who said: I did not hear 
this halakha from Shmuel. 
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Abaye said to him: But you yourself told us this halakha,’ and it 
was with regard to that mishna you told it to us, as we learned ina 
mishna (63b): If the woman was accustomed to see an emission of 
blood on the fifteenth day, so that this was her fixed menstrual cycle, 
and she deviated" from her cycle to see an emission on the twenti- 
eth day, then on both this day, the fifteenth, and that day, the twen- 
tieth, it is prohibited for her to engage in sexual intercourse due to 
the concern that she might have an emission on either day. If she 
deviated from her cycle twice, to see an emission on the twentieth 
day, then on both this day and that day it is prohibited for her to 
engage in intercourse. If she deviates a third time to see on the 
twentieth she has established for herself a new fixed menstrual cycle. 


Abaye continues: And you said to us with regard to this mishna 
that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: They taught this halakha 
only with regard to a woman who normally experiences bleeding 
fifteen days from her immersion, which are twenty-two days from 
her sighting of menstrual blood. This means that there, she stands 
in her days of menstruation. But if she normally experiences bleed- 
ing fifteen days from her sighting of menstrual blood, so that she 
stands in her days of ziva, she has not fixed a menstrual cycle, and 
the previous cycle is uprooted even if she deviates from it only once. 


§ With regard to the ruling that a woman’s menstrual cycle cannot 
be fixed during her days of ziva, Rav Pappa said: I said this halakha 
before Rav Yehuda of Diskarta, and I asked him for a clarification 
of the following matter: Granted, she does not fixa menstrual cycle 
during the days of ziva, and there is no need for three deviations to 
uproot her cycle; rather, it is uprooted by even one deviation. But 
what is the halakha with regard to whether we should be concerned 
that she might experience bleeding? In other words, if she normally 
experiences bleeding on a particular day during her days of ziva, 
must she avoid engaging in sexual intercourse with her husband on 
that day out of concern that she might emit blood? 


Rav Yehuda of Diskarta was silent and did not say anything to Rav 

Pappa. Therefore, Rav Pappa said: Let us see and try to resolve this 

ourselves. The mishna cited above states: If the woman was accus- 
tomed to see an emission of blood on the fifteenth day, and she 

deviated from her cycle to see an emission on the twentieth day, 
then on both this day and that day it is prohibited for her to engage 

in sexual intercourse. 


And with regard to this mishna, Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 
They taught this halakha only with regard to a woman who normally 
experiences bleeding fifteen days from her immersion, which are 
twenty-two days from her sighting of menstrual blood, which 
means that there, she stands in her days of menstruation. 


And when the mishna states that she deviated from her cycle and 
experienced bleeding on the twentieth day, it means she experi- 
enced bleeding twenty days from her immersion, i.e., twenty-seven 
days from her previous sighting, not twenty-two. This means that 
when twenty-two days again elapse from when she usually experi- 
ences bleeding, she stands within what is now the eleven days of 
her ziva. And the mishna teaches that both this, the twenty-second 
day, and that, the twenty-seventh day, are prohibited, despite the 
fact that the twenty-second day now stands during her days of ziva. 
Evidently, we are concerned for an emission of blood during the 
days of ziva if she is accustomed to experiencing bleeding on that day. 


BACKGROUND 

You yourself told us this halakha — bm PN AN: Rav 
Yosef, who is Rav Yosef bar Hiyya, from the third genera- 
tion of amoraʻim, was one of the greatest amora'im of 
Babylonia. Among his fine qualities he was praised by 
being called Sinai, i.e., extremely erudite and possessing 
an extensive knowledge of Mishna and baraitot (see 
Berakhot 64a). Unfortunately, a severe illness caused him 
to forget much of his Torah knowledge and also left him 
blind. On many occasions the Gemara relates that Rav 
Yosef was unable to recall halakhot that he himself had 
stated, and had to be reminded of them by his great 
student Abaye. 


HALAKHA 


And she deviated, etc. — ^3) 7Nywr: If a woman was 
accustomed to seeing a flow of blood on the twentieth 
day, and she deviated to see blood on the thirtieth, she 
is prohibited to engage in intercourse with her husband 
on both the twentieth and the thirtieth days of the fol- 
lowing cycle. Upon the twentieth day after her sighting 
on the thirtieth, she is prohibited due to her initial fixed 
time, and if she does not experience bleeding on that day 
she must be concerned for a discharge on the thirtieth 
day. If she again sees a flow of blood on the thirtieth 
day, both days remain prohibited. If she sees blood for a 
third time on the thirtieth day but not on the twentieth 
day, the thirtieth becomes her new accustomed time 
to see, and the twentieth day of the following cycle is 
permitted. If after experiencing bleeding once or twice 
on the thirtieth day she emits blood on the twentieth 
day, her fixed period returns to the twentieth and she is 
permitted on the thirtieth. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Yosef, as explained by Abaye 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189:14). 
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The beginning of the days of menstruation - 7173 
anna: According to Rashi, this phrase is referring to her 
entire menstrual cycle, i.e., the days of menstruation and 
ziva combined, as counted from the first day of her cycle. 
Alternatively, it means the day on which she is certain 
that she experienced bleeding, from when she begins to 
count her days of menstruation. Others explain that this 
phrase, which literally means: A menstruating woman 
and her opening, is referring euphemistically to the 
three places in a woman's body where the blood she 
emits can be found: The room; the corridor; and the 
upper story (Rabbeinu Yona). 


From where - ¢8an: The early commentaries disagree 
with regard to the opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua. Some maintain he is merely rejecting Rav 
Pappa's proof but not Rav Pappa’s opinion, as indicated 
by the word: Perhaps (Ritva; Meiri). Others explain that 
if Rav Huna goes to the trouble of rejecting Rav Pappa’s 
proof from the mishna he certainly disagrees with his 
conclusion. Determining if Rav Huna disagrees with Rav 
Pappa is significant for the following reason: Since the 
halakhot that determine a woman's fixed period apply 
by rabbinic law, one would follow Rav Huna’s lenient rul- 
ing and not be concerned for establishing a menstrual 
cycle during the days of ziva, as neither opinion can be 
inferred from the mishna (Ramban on 39a; see Ra’avad in 
Ba‘alei HaNefesh; Beit Yosef on Yoreh De‘a 189). 


One counts her menstrual cycle from the first of the 
month — KII KM) wa: The reason a woman would 
count this way is that according to Rav Pappa the day 
of the New Moon causes her to experience bleeding 
(Tosafot; see Tosafot on Bava Kamma 37b). This is similar 
o the Gemara’s statement on 38a that the blast of the 
shofar announcing the new moon is the decisive cause 
of her beginning to experience bleeding. According 
o some commentaries, the principle in this regard 
is that if the earthly court sanctifies the month, the 
heavenly court follows suit (see Rosh HaShana 8b), and 
his applies even to the effect of the heavenly court on 
he workings of the human body (Jerusalem Talmud, 
Ketubot 5:2). 
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The Gemara elaborates: And Rav Pappa holds that we count 
twenty-two days of her menstrual cycle from twenty-two days, i.e., 
from when she usually begins to menstruate, whereas we count the 
beginning of the days of menstruation” from day twenty-seven, 
when she actually experiences bleeding. Consequently, the twenty- 
second day of her normal menstrual cycle falls during the days of 
ziva, according to the actual day of menstruation. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rav Pappa: From where" 
do you know this is the correct reckoning ofher days? Perhaps one 
also counts those twenty-two days from day twenty-seven, such 
that when twenty-two days again arrive from day twenty-seven, 
she stands within her days of menstruation. Accordingly, there is 
no proof from the mishna with regard to a sighting during the days 
of ziva. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, adds: And so too, it is reasonable 
that the twenty-two days are counted from when she actually experi- 
ences bleeding. As if you do not say so, then consider the case of 
this chicken that normally lays an egg on one day and withholds 
an egg the next day, and lays an egg on the third day and withholds 
an egg on the fourth day. And the chicken deviated from its routine, 
so that after laying eggs on the first day and third day, it withheld 
an egg for two days and then laid an egg on one day, i.e., on the 
sixth day. 


When this chicken again takes hold of its previous routine and 
starts laying an egg on one day and withholding an egg on the next, 
does it take hold of the order of the routine ahead of it, i.e., will it 
withhold an egg on the next day, or does it take hold of its routine 
as it was from the outset, so that it will lay an egg on the seventh 
day, as if there had been no deviation? Perforce it takes hold of 
the order of the routine ahead of it. Likewise, a woman who devi- 
ated from her normal menstrual cycle counts the days of her cycle 
according to the order of the cycle ahead of her, i.e., from the time 
that she experiences bleeding. 


Rav Pappa said to Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua: But if so, a 
question arises with regard to that which Reish Lakish said: A 
woman fixes a menstrual cycle for herself during the days of her 
ziva, but a woman does not fixa menstrual cycle for herself during 
the days of her menstruation, i.e., when she is already a menstruat- 
ing woman. And Rabbi Yohanan says: A woman fixes a menstrual 
cycle for herself during the days of her menstruation. One could 
ask: What are the circumstances of this dispute? Rabbi Yohanan 
cannot be referring to a case where all her sightings occurred while 
she was a menstruating woman, as everyone agrees that a woman's 
menstrual cycle is not fixed in such a situation (see na). 


Rather, is it not referring to a case where she saw blood on the first 
of the month; and then again on the fifth of that same month, 
when she was a menstruating woman; and subsequently she saw 
blood on the first of the next month and then again on the fifth of 
that month; and nowin the third month she saw blood on the fifth 
of the month but on the first of the month she did not see blood? 
In such a situation, the woman experienced an emission of blood 
on the fifth of the month for three consecutive months. 


Rav Pappa concludes: And it is with regard to this case that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: A woman fixes a menstrual cycle for herself during 
the days of her menstruation. Although she was not actually a 
menstruating woman before she experienced bleeding on the fifth 
day of the third month, this is nevertheless considered a sighting 
during her days of menstruation. Evidently, one counts her men- 
strual cycle from the first of the month," despite the fact that she 
did not actually experience bleeding. Likewise, with regard to the 
case involving twenty-two days, one counts from when she gener- 
ally experiences bleeding, not from the day she emitted blood 
in practice. 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rav Pappa: These are 
not the circumstances of the dispute. Rather, this is what Rabbi 
Yohanan said: The dispute is referring to a case where she saw 
blood on the first of the month; and then again on the first of the 
next month, and then again on the twenty-fifth day of that month; 
and again on the first of the next month, which occurs during her 
days of menstruation. Rabbi Yohanan maintains that although she 
is in her days of menstruation, this sighting on the first of the third 
month serves to fix her menstrual cycle, as we say with regard to 
the sighting on the twenty-fifth day of the previous month that it 
is extra blood that gathered inside her." Therefore, it does not 
negate her regular cycle. 


The Gemara notes: And likewise, when Ravin and all the sea- 
farers® came" from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia and transmitted state- 
ments of Rabbi Yohanan, they said this statement of Rabbi Yohanan 
in accordance with the explanation of Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua. 


NOTES 

It is extra blood that gathered inside her — xin Pry 107 
ma DINK: The early commentaries explain that as a result 
of the collection of a large amount of blood in her body, 
some of it was emitted on the twenty-fifth day of the month. 
But when she once again sees a flow of blood on the first 
of the following month, this is clearly the beginning of her 
actual menstrual cycle (Rashba; Torat HaBayit). 


When Ravin and all seafarers came, etc. — p31 XIX 93 
AD Na) NM bor: The early commentaries write that the 
halakha should indeed follow the opinion of Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua, with regard to whether a woman 
counts from the day she actually experienced bleeding, or 
from the menstrual cycle, despite the fact that she did not 
experience bleeding. The halakha is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Pappa, following the statement of Ravin 
and the other scholars who came from Eretz Yisrael (Ran; 
see Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189714). 


BACKGROUND 
Seafarers — K2? Min: In this context the term is refer- 
ring to Sages who came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia 
for commercial purposes. When they arrived in Babylonia 
they would recite statements of halakha they had heard 
in Eretz Yisrael. 


269 


05471 p9- NIDDA ` PEREK IV : 39B 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


With regard to the definition of a woman’s “time of her menstruation” (Leviticus 
15:25), it was determined in this chapter that a woman is rendered a menstruating 
woman immediately upon experiencing a menstrual discharge. Whether she contin- 
ued to emit blood or the emission ceased immediately after the initial discharge, she 
is impure as a menstruating woman for seven days. Assuming her emissions ceased 
before the end of these seven days, she immerses in a ritual bath on the eve of the 
eighth day and is then deemed pure. These seven days of menstruation are referred 
to in the verse as the “time of her menstruation.” 


The period called: “Not in the time of her menstruation” (Leviticus 15:25), is the 
period of eleven days following the days of menstruation. If a woman experiences 
bleeding during this time, the blood is not considered the blood of menstruation but 
the blood of ziva, and she is rendered a zava. The Sages call this period the days of 
ziva, as although a woman remains ritually pure during this time provided she does 
not experience a discharge, these eleven days constitute the only period in which 
she may be rendered a zava. 


At the conclusion of her days of ziva, the woman once again enters a period in 
which any blood she sees renders her a menstruating woman. The Sages call this 
period the days of menstruation, as any blood she sees during this time renders her 
a menstruating woman for seven days. When she again experiences bleeding she 
becomes impure for seven days. When seven days are over she again enters the days 
of ziva. Accordingly, the days of ziva are also referred to as the course of eleven days 
between menstrual periods. 


The Sages distinguish between a woman who experienced bleeding on one or two 
days during the days of ziva and one who experienced blood on three consecutive 
days during this period. A woman who emitted blood on only one or two days is 
called a lesser zava, and she must observe the halakhot of awoman who observes a 
clean day for each day she experiences a discharge, i.e., she waits one day to see ifher 
emissions have ceased; if they have indeed ceased she immerses in the evening and is 
deemed pure. A woman who experienced a discharge of blood on three consecutive 
days is rendered a greater zava, who remains ritually impure until she has successfully 
counted seven clean days. After counting seven clean days she immerses in a ritual 
bath, and on the following day she brings an offering and is deemed ritually pure. 


Since a woman may be rendered a zava only during her days of ziva, if she experi- 
enced a discharge on the tenth and eleventh days of ziva, and again on the following 
day, she is not rendered a greater zava. Rather, this third emission is considered the 
beginning of her days of menstruation. 


It was also taught in this chapter that a woman is not required to examine herself 
during her days of ziva as she must during the days of menstruation, since it is 


Summary of 
Perek IV 


271 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


uncommon for a woman to experience an emission of blood during her days of ziva. 
It is typical for a woman to experience bleeding during her days of menstruation. 


With regard to awoman who experiences an emission of blood accompanied by labor 
pains, it was concluded that if the emission occurred during her days of menstruation 
she is rendered a menstruating woman; if it occurred during the days of ziva she 
remains pure, as the emission is attributed to an external factor, e.g., childbirth, and 
such an emission does not render a woman a zava. 


Other matters relating to the halakhot of ritual purity were addressed in this chapter, 
in particular the status of Samaritan women, who are considered ritually impure from 
birth, as well as the status of Sadducee women. 
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Ifa woman conceives and gives birth to a male, then she shall be 
impure seven days; as in the days of her menstrual flow she shall 
be impure. And on the eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be 
circumcised. And she shall continue in the blood of purification 
thirty-three days; she shall touch no consecrated item, nor come 
into the Sanctuary, until the days of her purification are fulfilled. 
But if she gives birth to a female, then she shall be impure two 
weeks, as in her menstruation; and she shall continue in the 
blood of purification sixty-six days. And when the days of her 
purification are fulfilled, for a son, or for a daughter, she shall 
bring a lamb of its first year for a burnt offering, and a young 
pigeon, or a dove, for a sin offering, to the door of the Tent of 
Meeting, to the priest. 

(Leviticus 12:2-6) 


And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood, 
she shall be in her menstruation seven days, and whoever 
touches her shall be impure until the evening. 


(Leviticus 15:19) 


One of the halakhot of ritual impurity that applies uniquely to a woman, apart from 
the impurity of menstruation and of a zava, is the impurity of a woman after child- 
birth. The Torah states that a woman who gives birth has the status of a primary 
source of ritual impurity, and she is prohibited from engaging in intercourse with her 
husband just as when she menstruates. This is the halakha whether she gives birth 
to a boy or to a girl, and it applies even if the baby is stillborn. 


This status of impurity differs from that of menstruation in that it is not a result of 
the emission of blood. Even if the woman did not emit blood at all during the birth, 
this impurity status still applies. Another distinctive feature of this impurity is that 
there is a difference between the birth ofa boy and ofa girl: If the woman gives birth 
to a boy she is impure for seven days, whereas if she bears a girl her impurity lasts for 
fourteen days. These are called the days of impurity. 


Once the days of impurity have concluded, the woman enters a period termed the 
days of purity. It is called this because even if she emits blood during this time, she 
is not rendered impure by Torah law, neither as a menstruating woman nor as a zava, 
and she remains permitted to engage in intercourse with her husband. Like the days 
of impurity, the length of this period depends on whether a woman gave birth to a 
boy or a girl: It lasts thirty-three days in the case of a boy and sixty-six days in the 
case of a girl. When the days of purity end, she is still not entirely pure with regard 
to partaking of teruma and consecrated food or entering the Temple until she brings 
the requisite offerings. 


The Torah does not state the halakha of a birth via caesarean section. In such a case, 
it is necessary for the Sages to determine the status of the mother with regard to her 
days of impurity and days of purity, as well as her offerings. 


Another issue that requires clarification is the minimum age from which the ritual 
impurity of a menstruating woman and ziva apply. 


These are the main issues discussed in this chapter. 
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MI S H N A After the birth of an offspring by caesarean 


section, the mother does not observe 
seven or fourteen days of impurity" and thirty-three or sixty-six 
days of purity for male and female offspring, respectively, and she 
is not obligated to bring for it the offering brought by a woman 
after childbirth. Rabbi Shimon says: The halakhic status of that 
offspring is like that of an offspring born in a standard birth. 


All women become ritually impure with the flow of blood from 
the uterus into the outer chamber," i.e., the vagina, although it 
did not leave the woman's body, as it is stated: “And her issue in 
her flesh shall be blood, she shall be in her menstruation seven 
days” (Leviticus 15:19), indicating that even if her menstrual blood 
remains in her flesh, she becomes impure. But one who experi- 
ences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav] and one who experiences 
a seminal emission" do not become ritually impure until their 
emission of impurity emerges outside the body. 


If a priest was partaking of teruma, the portion of the produce 

designated for the priest, and sensed a quaking of his limbs" indi- 
cating that a seminal emission was imminent, he should firmly hold 

his penis to prevent the emission from leaving his body, and swal- 
low the teruma while ritually pure. And the emission of a zav and 

a seminal emission impart impurity in any amount," even like 

the size of a mustard seed or even smaller than that." 


@ E N { A RA The mishna cites a dispute as to whether or 


not a birth by caesarean section is consid- 
ered a birth with regard to the halakhot pertaining to childbirth. 
Rabbi Mani bar Patish’ said: What is the reason for the opinion 
of the Rabbis, who say that it is not considered a birth? It is because 
the verse states: “If a woman emitted seed and gave birth to a 
male, then she shall be impure seven days... And when the days of 
her purification are fulfilled, for a son, or for a daughter, she shall 
bring a lamb of the first year for a burnt offering, and a pigeon or a 
dove for a sin offering” (Leviticus 12:2-6). It is derived from here 
that the halakhot mentioned in that passage do not apply unless 
she gives birth through the place where she emits seed. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Shimon interpret the term 


“emitted seed”? The Gemara answers: That word serves to teach 


that even if she gave birth only to a fluid that resembles the seed 
that she emitted, i.e., the fetus died and entirely decomposed and 
dissolved before emerging, its mother is ritually impure due to 


childbirth. 


NOTES 


The mother does not observe seven or fourteen days of 
impurity — Taw "g? voy paw» prs: A mother is ritually pure 
after a caesarean birth, even if blood emerged together with the 
child. The reason is that vaginal blood alone renders a woman 
impure, as Rabbi Yohanan states later in this chapter (41b). The 
blood itself is ritually impure, in accordance with the opinion 
that all blood originating in the uterus is impure; see 16a (Divrei 
Hamudot; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 194:14). 


Impart impurity in any amount - xinw boa prava: This is 
referring to the aforementioned emission of a zav and a semi- 
nal emission: Even the slightest amount of emission of these 
fluids renders the one who emits them impure (Rambam’s 


Commentary on the Mishna; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). Accord- 
ing to some of the later commentaries this also refers to men- 
strual blood, which was mentioned earlier in the mishna as well 
(Rashash; see Bah, explaining Rashi). 


Even like the size of a mustard seed or even smaller than 
that - joa ninan Stina pya ay: Rabbi Zeira taught: The 
daughters of Israel have accepted upon themselves the strin- 
gency that even if they emit a drop of blood as small as a mus- 
tard seed, they observe seven clean days before undergoing 
purification (66a). The commentaries explain that this stringency 
applies to blood even smaller than the size of a mustard seed 
(Shakh, citing Agur and Sha‘arei Dura). 


HALAKHA 


Caesarean section — }517 X¥¥: In the case of birth by cae- 
sarean section, if no blood emerged through the vagina, 
the mother is ritually pure from the impurities of childbirth, 
menstruation, and ziva, in accordance with the opinion of 
the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
10:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 194:14). 


All women become ritually impure with the flow of 
blood from the uterus into the outer chamber - mwan by 
peny maa iawn: A woman becomes ritually impure as 
soon as blood emerges from the uterus, even if it has not 
yet emerged from the body. This is the halakha only if the 
woman feels the emergence of the blood from the uterus; 
if she does not feel it, she is not impure by Torah law. Some 
hold that she is impure by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
183:1 and Shakh there). 


A zav and one who experiences a seminal emission, 
etc. = 3107 byn arm: One who experiences a seminal 
emission is ritually i impure only when the semen emerges 
from his body (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
HaTumot 5:1). 


If a priest was partaking of teruma and sensed a quak- 
ing of his limbs - vax yt’ WAN Anna DIN MI: 
If one was partaking of teruma and he sensed that his 
limbs were quaking in the manner that precedes a seminal 
emission, he should firmly hold his penis to prevent the 
emission from leaving his body, and swallow the teruma 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:4). 


Impart impurity in any amount — xinw boa pwravi: Blood 
of menstruation, blood of ziva, and blood 7 childbirth all 
impart impurity to those who touch or move it, even if it 
is the most minute amount of blood (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:1 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 1831). 


BACKGROUND 


Birth by caesarean section [yotze dofen] — 191 xyi: The 
erm yotze dofen, which literally means that which emerges 
rom the side of the body, refers to an offspring born not 
in the natural way, but by medical intervention through 
an incision of the abdomen or side. Such procedures were 
nown in ancient times, but it is not mentioned in outside 
sources as an option for a living woman; rather, it was car- 
ried out only in cases where the mother had died carrying a 
ive fetus. It is only in modern times that it became possible 
o perform such an operation on a living woman, who 
would survive the procedure. Nevertheless, the Talmud’s 
discussions of this procedure indicate that the practice 
was carried out among the Jews even on living women. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Mani bar Patish - W5 33 %33 a1: A second- 
generation amora who lived in Eretz Yisrael, Rabbi Mani bar 
Patish is apparently identical to the Sage Rabbi Mana, who 
is mentioned frequently in the Jerusalem Talmud. In the 
Babylonian Talmud he is referred to by the slightly altered 
orm Mani, along with the name of his father, Patish. He 
was a friend of Reish Lakish, and the two of them would 
discuss talmudic topics in the presence of Rabbi Yohanan. 
Rabbi Mani was one of the preservers and transmitters of 
he Torah knowledge of Rabbi Yannai. 
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The Gemara further asks: And Rabbi Shimon, what is the reason 
for his opinion that the halakhot of childbirth apply in the case ofa 
caesarean section? Reish Lakish said that it is because the verse 
states: “But if she gives birth to a female” (Leviticus 12:5). The term 


“she gives birth” is superfluous in the context of the passage, as it was 


mentioned previously, and it therefore serves to include the birth 
of an offspring by caesarean section. 


The Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis derive from this super- 
fluous expression? The Gemara answers: In their opinion, that 
expression is necessary to include the birth of a child whose sexual 
organs are indeterminate [tumtum] or a hermaphrodite. As it 
might enter your mind to say that as the words “male” (Leviticus 
12:2) and “female” (Leviticus 12:5) are written in the passage, these 
halakhot apply only to a definite male and a definite female, but 
not to a tumtum or a hermaphrodite. Therefore, the term “she gives 
birth” teaches us that it is the birth itself, not the sex of the offspring, 
that matters. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Shimon derive that 
these halakhot apply to a tumtum and a hermaphrodite? The Gemara 
answers: He derives it from that which bar Livai teaches, as bar 
Livai teaches a baraita that discusses the verse: “And when the days 
of her purity are fulfilled, for a son, or for a daughter” (Leviticus 
12:6). Since the verse uses the terms “son” and “daughter,” rather 
than male and female, it is derived from the term “for a son” that 
these halakhot apply to a son in any case, even if his masculinity is 
not definite. Similarly, the term “for a daughter” teaches that these 
halakhot apply to a daughter in any case, even if her femininity is 
not definite. 


The Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis derive from the terms 


‘for a son” and “for a daughter”? The Gemara answers: eir opin- 
“fe d “for a daughter”? The G Inth 


ion, that term is necessary to obligate the mother to bring an 
offering for each and every son to whom she gives birth, rather than 
one offering after having given birth to several sons; and likewise 
to obligate her to bring an offering for each and every daughter to 
whom she gives birth. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Shimon derive this 
halakha? The Gemara answers that he derives it from a baraita that 
a tanna taught before Rav Sheshet: The verse states: “This is the 
law for one who gives birth, whether to a male or a female” (Leviti- 
cus 12:7). This teaches that a woman brings a single offering for 
many offspring" born within a short time, e.g., after a multiple birth. 
One might have thought that she may bring an offering for her 
childbirth and an offering for an irregular discharge of blood from 
the uterus [ziva], in a case where she is required to bring one, as 
one, i.e., that she may fulfill her two obligations with a single 
offering. 


The Gemara interrupts the baraita to raise a difficulty: But how 
could it possibly enter your mind that a woman may bring one 
offering for two obligations? In the case of a woman after childbirth 
who consumed blood, or a woman after childbirth who ate for- 
bidden fat, is one offering sufficient for her? One who eats blood 
or forbidden fat is obligated to bring a sin offering for atonement 
(see Leviticus 7:25-27). There is no reason to think that a woman 
after childbirth, who is required to bring a sin offering for a reason 
other than her childbirth, may bring one offering for both obliga- 
tions. Similarly, there are no grounds for suggesting that a single 
offering might suffice for both childbirth and ziva. 


This teaches that she brings a single offering for many off- 
spring - maya nith by tnx jap ganaw way: One who gives 
birth, whether to live or dead offspring, to one child or several 
children, may bring a single childbirth offering for all these births. 
This is the halakha only if all the births occurred within the period 


HALAKHA 
of postpartum purification of the first child, i.e., forty days for a 
male child and eighty days for a female. Any birth that occurs after 
this period of time requires its own offering, in accordance with 
the baraita that the tanna taught before Rav Sheshet (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:8). 
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Rather, the statement of the baraita should be revised, as follows: 
One might have thought that a woman may bring an offering for a 
childbirth that occurred before the completion of her term of 
postpartum purity, and for a second childbirth that happened 
after the completion of that period, as one, i.e., she may fulfill her 
two obligations with a single offering. Therefore, the verse states: 
“This is the law for one who gives birth” (Leviticus 12:7), indicating 
that each birth, unless it occurred within the period of purity fol- 
lowing another birth, requires its own offering. The Gemara asks: 
And how do the Rabbis respond to this derivation? The Gemara 
answers that in their opinion, even though it is written: “This is 
the law,’ it was still necessary for the verse to state: “For a son, or 
for a daughter.” 


The Gemara explains: Had the Torah stated only the verse: “This is 
the law,” it might enter your mind to say that one offering does not 
suffice for two births that occurred as a result of two pregnancies, 
as the second one was a miscarriage whose conception occurred 
during the woman’s period of purity following the first birth. But if 
both births occurred as a result of one pregnancy, such as in the 
case of Yehuda and Hizkiyya, the twin sons of Rabbi Hiyya, who 
were born three months apart (see 27a), I would say that one offer- 
ing for both births is sufficient for her. Therefore, the verse “for a 
son, or for a daughter” teaches us otherwise. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan says: And Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that 
childbirth by caesarean section has the halakhic status of regular 
childbirth, concedes in the case of consecrated animals" that if one 
attempts to consecrate an animal born by caesarean section, it is not 
consecrated. What is the reason for this opinion? He derives it by 
means of a verbal analogy from the word birth that is written with 
regard to consecrated animals (see Leviticus 22:27), and the word 
birth that is written in connection with a firstborn animal (see 
Deuteronomy 15:19). Just as there, in the case of the firstborn, the 
halakhot apply specifically to one who “opens the womb” (Exodus 
13:15), so too here, in the case of consecrated animals, the halakhot 
apply only to one who opens the womb. 


The Gemara objects: And let Rabbi Shimon derive a different con- 
clusion by a similar verbal analogy, as the word birth is written with 
regard to consecrated animals, and the word birth is also written 
with regard to a person, i.e., a woman who gives birth (see Leviticus 
12:2): Just as there, in the case of humans, childbirth by caesarean 
section has the status of childbirth according to Rabbi Shimon, so 
too here, in the case of consecrated animals, an animal born by 
caesarean section is considered the same as an animal born via a 
natural birth. 


The Gemara answers: It is more reasonable for Rabbi Shimon to 

derive the halakha of a consecrated animal from a firstborn animal, 
rather than from the halakha of childbirth, as it is written with 

regard to a consecrated animal: “Its mother” (Leviticus 22:27), and 

it is likewise written with regard to a firstborn animal: “Its mother” 
(Exodus 22:29). The Gemara objects: On the contrary, he should 

derive it from human births, as that would be a derivation of the 

halakha concerning consecrated animals that are ordinary, i.e., not 

firstborns, from the halakha concerning human births of children 

that are ordinary, and not firstborns. 


The Gemara adopts a different line of reasoning: Rather, Rabbi 
Shimon should derive it from a firstborn animal, as they both share 
the following five characteristics: In both cases it is written: “its 
mother”; both are cases ofa sacrificial animal; both are subject to 
piggul, the disqualification of an offering through improper intent 
during its sacrificial rites; both are subject to notar, the disqualifica- 
tion of sacrificial meat after a prescribed time; and finally, both are 
subject to disqualification by becoming ritually impure. By contrast, 
humans do not share any of these characteristics. 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


And Rabbi Shimon concedes in the case of 
consecrated animals — owtpa piyaw 37 TTN: 
An animal born by caesarean section may not be 
used as an offering, even if it is unblemished. This 
ruling is unanimous, as even Rabbi Shimon, who 
maintains that caesarean births are like regular 
births, agrees that this does not apply to sacrificial 
animals, as stated by Rabbi Yohanan (Ramban Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:4, 11). 
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HALAKHA 


To the exclusion of an offering that was slaughtered at 
night - mova moray bs: A sacrificial animal that was 
slaughtered at night i is disqualified. Even if it was placed 
upon the altar it must be taken down, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:6). 


And one whose blood was left overnight and one that 
was itself taken out of the Temple courtyard, etc. - 
DKS) thm: If the blood or flesh of sacrificial animals, 
whether the parts that should be consumed or the parts 
that should be burned on the altar, remained beyond its 
permitted time frame, it should not be placed on the altar. 
If it was placed on the altar it should not be taken down. 
The same applies to sacrificial flesh that left the precincts 
of the Temple courtyard, and sacrificial flesh that became 
ritually impure, and an offering that was disqualified 
because one of its rites was performed with the wrong 
intent, and one which was disqualified because its blood 
was collected or sprinkled by ritually impure priests, and 
one that was disqualified because its blood was sprinkled 
in the wrong place on the altar, and an offering of the 
most sacred order that was slaughtered, or whose blood 
was collected, at the south side of the altar. All these 
offerings are disqualified and should not be placed on 
the altar, but if they were placed there they should not 
be taken down (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:7). 
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The Gemara objects: On the contrary, he should derive it from 
human births, as both cases share the following four characteris- 
tics: They are both instances of ordinary, non-firstborn offspring; 
they both apply to the offspring of either sex, and are not exclu- 
sively males; they are both dealing with offspring that are not 
automatically sacred at birth; and they both apply to offspring that 
are not a gift to a priest, but belong to an individual non-priest. By 
contrast, firstborn animals do not share any of these characteristics. 
The Gemara answers that the comparison to firstborn animals is 
preferable to the comparison to human childbirth because these 
shared characteristics are more numerous. The comparison to 
consecrated animals includes five shared characteristics, whereas 
the comparison to human births involves only four. 


Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Huna, said in the name of Rava: A baraita 
is taught which supports the statement of Rabbi Yohanan: Rabbi 
Yehuda says: “This is the law of the burnt offering; that is the 
burnt offering that goes up on the pyre upon the altar” (Leviticus 
6:2). It is derived from this verse that the halakha is that if a part of 
a disqualified offering is taken up to the altar it should be burned 
there, rather than taken down, despite its unfit status. There are 
three expressions which indicate exclusion in this verse: The term 


“this is,” which indicates this one and not another one; the term 
“that is,” indicating that one and not another one; and the term “the 


burnt offering” instead of “a burnt offering.” 


These three expressions allude to the exclusion of the following 
three cases from the above principle: An offering that was dis- 
qualified because it was slaughtered at night," and an offering 
whose blood spilled before it could be sprinkled on the altar, and 
an offering whose blood was disqualified because it was taken 
outside the curtains [lakela’im]' surrounding the courtyard of the 
Tabernacle in the wilderness, i.e., it left the Temple courtyard. 
‘These three cases are excluded, as in these instances, if parts of the 
disqualified offering ascended, i.e., were brought upon the altar, 
they must descend, i.e., be taken down. 


Rabbi Shimon says: From the verse’s reference to a burnt offering, 
Ihave derived only that a valid burnt offering should not be taken 
down from the altar. From where is it derived that the verse also 
serves to include the following disqualified offerings: An offering 
that is invalid because it was slaughtered at night; and one whose 
blood spilled before sprinkling; and one whose blood was taken 
outside the curtains, i.e., the Temple courtyard; and one whose 
blood was left overnight; and one that was itself taken out of the 
Temple courtyard;" and one that became ritually impure; and one 
that was left overnight; and one that was slaughtered with the 
intent to eat its flesh beyond its designated time or outside its 
designated area. 


LANGUAGE 


Curtains [kela‘im] - pybp: The term curtains, or hangings, refers the Temple, the term curtains is retained as an allusion to the 
to the partition that delineated the limits of the courtyard of original manner in which the demarcation was delineated. In 
the Tabernacle built by the Israelites in the wilderness. In the fact, curtains were used initially in the Second Temple as well 
Temple, the corresponding limits were demarcated by solid walls. (see Zevahim 107b). 

Although the baraita is dealing with the halakhot of offerings in 
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And likewise, from where is it derived that the verse serves to 
include offerings that those who are unfit for performing the Tem- 
ple service collected or sprinkled their blood; and offerings whose 
blood is supposed to be placed above the red line of the altar® but 
which one placed below that line; and offerings whose blood is 
supposed to be placed below the red line of the altar but which one 
placed above it; and offerings whose blood should be placed on 
the altar situated outside the Sanctuary but which one instead 
placed on the altar inside the Sanctuary; and offerings whose blood 
should be placed on the altar inside the Sanctuary but which one 
placed on the altar outside; and a Paschal offering and a sin offer- 
ing that one slaughtered not for their own sake," i.e., while slaugh- 
tering he actually intended to sacrifice a different offering? From 
where is it derived that although these offerings are disqualified, if 
they were brought up to the altar they are not taken down? 


The verse states: “This is the law of the burnt offering.” The verse 
thereby included in one law all items that ascend upon the altar, 
even disqualified offerings, teaching that if they ascended the altar, 
they shall not descend. 


Rabbi Shimon continues: One might have thought that I should 
also include an animal that copulated with a person;" and an 
animal that was the object of bestiality; and an animal that was 
set aside for idol worship; and an animal that was worshipped as 
a deity; and an animal that was given as payment to a prostitute or 
as the price of a dog; and an animal that is an offspring of diverse 
kinds, i.e., crossbreeding; and an animal with a wound that will 
cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa]; and an animal born 
by caesarean section. Therefore, the verse states: “This,” to exclude 
these disqualifications. 


Rabbi Shimon elaborates: And what did you see, i.e., what is the 
reason to include these particular cases and to exclude those 
particular cases? 


HALAKHA 


One might have thought that | should also include an ani- 
mal that copulated with a person, etc. — nt 7372 KW bi 
"DYI: All animals that are disqualified from being sacrificed 
upon the altar, e.g., a male animal that copulated with a woman, 
a female animal that copulated with a man, an animal that had 
been set aside for idolatry, an animal that was worshipped as a 
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deity, an animal that was given as payment to a prostitute, an 
animal that was exchanged for a dog, a tereifa, and an animal 
born by caesarean section, may not be placed upon the altar, 
and should be taken down if they were placed there. The reason 
is that they were unfit for sacrifice from the outset (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:5). 


Rabbi Shimon explains: After the verse both included some dis- 
qualified offerings in this principle and excluded others, you 
should say: I include in the items that should not be taken down if 
they had been placed on the altar those whose disqualification 
occurred in the sacred area," i.e., the Temple courtyard, in the 
course of the sacrificial service, e.g., an offering that was slaughtered 
at night, or whose blood spilled before sprinkling. And I exclude 
those whose disqualification was not in the sacred area, such 
as an animal that copulated with a person, as these animals were 
disqualified before their sacrificial process began. This concludes 
the baraita. 


BACKGROUND 


Offerings whose blood is supposed to be placed above 
the red line of the altar, etc. - 151 aw paman: The terms 
above and below, in regard to the altar, refer to the two 
sections of the external altar of the Temple. The border 
between them is designated by a red line surrounding 
the altar at the midpoint of its height. The blood of certain 
offerings, notably the sin offering, must be placed on the 
top of the altar, whereas the blood of others, such as the 
burnt offering, the guilt offering, and the peace offering, 
must be placed on the bottom half. 


View of the altar from the south, with the red line at its midpoint 


NOTES 


And a Paschal offering and a sin offering that one 
slaughtered not for their own sake - nenm noan 
yaw sow Jonww: With regard to the Paschal offering, the 
later commentaries note that this is referring specifically 
to an offering that was slaughtered on the afternoon of 
the fourteenth of Nisan, which is the proper time for the 
slaughter of Paschal offerings. A Paschal offering slaugh- 
tered any other time of the year is not disqualified at all if 
it is slaughtered not for its own sake, as it has the status 
of a peace offering. 


NOTES 


Those whose disqualification occurred in the sacred 
area - wpa {his maw: This translation follows the com- 
mentary of Rashi, who says that this category is referring 
specifically to disqualifications that occurred while the 
animal was inside the sacred grounds of the Temple, not 
those which occurred beforehand. Other commentaries 
indicate that the phrase means disqualification in sanctity, 
and is referring to disqualifications that are due to the 
performance of the sacrificial rites, not those that occurred 
to the animal itself (see Tosafot; Tosefot HaRosh). 
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The Gemara explains how this baraita supports the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan. The baraita teaches, in any event, that an animal born by 
caesarean section is not fit for sacrifice. What, is it not referring 
to one who consecrates an animal born by caesarean section and 
renders it a sacrificial animal? Evidently, although Rabbi Shimon 
maintains that a human birth by caesarean section has the halakhic 
status of a regular birth, he concedes that animals born in this man- 
ner are unfit for sacrifice. Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said: No, the 
baraita is dealing with a firstborn animal born by caesarean section, 
and it is this animal that is disqualified as an offering. A firstborn 
animal is sacred only if it emerged from the womb. 


The Gemara objects to this interpretation of the baraita: How can it 
be referring to a firstborn animal? The halakha that firstborn status 
does not apply to an animal born by caesarean section is derived 
from the phrase “opens the womb,’ which teaches that only animals 
born in the natural manner are endowed with the sanctity of first- 
born animals and may be sacrificed on the altar. Since an animal born 
by caesarean section is not sacred at all, and it is clear that a non- 
sacred animal cannot be sacrificed upon the altar, it is obvious that 
the animal must be taken down if it was placed there in error. 


The Gemara responds to this objection: Rather, what would you say? 
Would you say that the baraita is referring to an ordinary animal, not 
a firstborn, that had been consecrated as a sacrificial animal? But 
this animal is not sacred either, as derived from the verbal analogy 
of the term “its mother” stated with regard to the firstborn and the 
term “its mother” stated in connection with consecrated animals, as 
Rabbi Yohanan taught earlier. If one seeks to consecrate as an offering 
an animal that was born by caesarean section, it is not rendered 
sacred at all. Accordingly, the same reasoning applies as before: It is 
evident that a non-sacred animal may not be placed on the altar, and 
it must be removed if placed there in error. 


The Gemara rejects this response: What is this comparison between 
firstborn animals and consecrated animals? Granted, if you say that 
the baraita is referring to animals that are consecrated to be offer- 
ings, that is why two verses are necessary: One verse, the verbal 
analogy between consecrated animals and firstborn animals, teaches 

that a non-sacred animal whose mother gave birth to it by caesar- 
ean section and whose owner subsequently consecrated it as an 

offering is not sacred at all, and must therefore be removed from the 

altar if it was placed there in error. 


And one verse: “This is the law of the burnt offering; that is the burnt 
offering that goes up on the pyre upon the altar” (Leviticus 6:2), 
teaches with regard to a sacrificial animal that gave birth by cae- 
sarean section, that although the offspring is sacred by virtue of its 

mother’s sanctity, it may not be sacrificed and must be removed from 

the altar if placed there in error. And the tanna of this baraita main- 
tains that the offspring of sacrificial animals are automatically 
sacred upon their emergence’ from the womb. But if you say that 

the baraita is referring to a firstborn animal that was born by caesar- 
ean section, the halakha that this animal is not sacred is derived from 

the phrase “opens the womb.” 


NOTES 


Offspring of sacrificial animals are automatically sacred upon birth, whereas others claim that the sanctity is attained already in 
their emergence - Dwitp {7 NINA WOT? nit: There isa the fetal stage. Since the relevance of this dispute to the Gemara's 
dispute with regard to the sacred status of animals born to con- discussion here is not apparent, Rashi recommends deleting this 
secrated mothers: Some maintain that the sacred status applies at line altogether (see Tosafot for a possible explanation). 
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The Gemara adds: So too, it is reasonable to interpret the baraita 
in this manner, that it is referring to an offspring born to a sacrificial 
animal by caesarean section, from the fact that the baraita teaches 
that an animal that copulated with a person, and an animal that 
was the object of bestiality, and an animal that was set aside for 
idol worship, and an animal that was worshipped as a deity, and an 
animal that is an offspring of diverse kinds, must all be removed 
from the altar if placed there in error. 


The Gemara explains: Now are these disqualifications derived from 
here, from the verse adduced by the baraita? No, they are derived 
from elsewhere, as taught in a baraita: The verse states: “You shall 
bring your offering from the cattle, even from the herd or from the 
flock” (Leviticus 1:2). The expression “from the cattle” serves to 
exclude from eligibility as an offering an animal that copulated 
with a person" and an animal that was the object of bestiality. The 
expression “from the herd” serves to exclude an animal that was 
worshipped" as a deity. “From the flock” serves to exclude an 
animal set aside for idol worship. The word “or” in the expression 

“or from the flock” serves to exclude an animal that gored" a person, 
killing him. In all these cases the animal cannot be consecrated at 
all, and therefore it is not necessary for the Torah to teach that they 
must be removed from the altar if placed there in error. 


And furthermore, is the disqualification of an animal born of a 
mixture of diverse kinds derived from here? No, itis derived from 
elsewhere, as taught in a baraita: The verse states: “When a bull or 
a sheep or a goat is born, it shall be seven days under its mother; 
but from the eighth day and onward it may be accepted for an offer- 
ing” (Leviticus 22:27). The term “a bull” serves to exclude an off- 
spring of diverse kinds" from being used as an offering, The phrase 

“or a goat” serves to exclude an animal that resembles another,” i.e., 
a sheep that is the offspring of sheep but that looks like a goat, or 
vice versa. Once again, as these animals cannot be consecrated at all, 
it is not necessary for the Torah to teach that they must be removed 
from the altar if placed there in error. 


Rather, it must be that two verses are necessary for each of these 
cases: One to teach that a non-sacred animal that is subject to any 
of these disqualifications cannot be consecrated, and the other one 
to teach that with regard to a sacrificial animal that was born with 
this status by virtue of its mother’s sanctity, if it is subject to one of 
these disqualifications it may not be sacrificed and must be removed 
from the altar if placed there in error. Accordingly, it stands to reason 
that here too, in the case of an animal born by caesarean section, 
two verses are necessary for the same reason: One for a non-sacred 
animal, to teach that it cannot be consecrated, and another for the 
offspring of a sacrificial animal. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: Although a woman who experi- 
ences a discharge of uterine blood after her menstrual period is 
rendered a zava and must count seven clean days before immersing 
and purifying herself, ifa pregnant woman experiences birth pangs 
accompanied by bleeding for three days" after her menstrual period, 
at the end of which she gives birth, she is not rendered a zava, as 
the bleeding is attributed to the childbirth. And if the offspring 
emerged by caesarean section," she is considered one who has 
given birth during a period of ziva. But Rabbi Shimon says: She 
is not considered one who has given birth during a period of ziva. 
And the blood that emerges from there is ritually impure, but 
Rabbi Shimon deems it pure. 


If a pregnant woman experiences birth pangs accompanied 
by bleeding for three days, etc. - ^2) 02? aww mpi: As the 
Gemara stated earlier (36b), once a woman begins experiencing 
labor pains, any bleeding that occurs at that time, even over a 
period of several days, does not render her impure as a zava, 
provided that it is immediately followed by a live birth. If there is 


NOTES 


a daylong pause between the bleeding and the birth, or if there 
is no birth at all, the blood renders her impure as a zava. Since 
Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis disagree whether or not a birth by 
caesarean section is halakhically considered a birth, it follows that 
they also disagree whether bleeding followed by a caesarean 
birth renders the woman ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 


To exclude an animal that copulated with a person, 
etc. = 131 Yai woxind: An animal that copulated with 
either a woman ora man may not be sacrificed upon the 
altar, although it is permitted to eat its meat (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:6). 


To exclude an animal that was worshipped — wyi 
12X37 Dx: An animal that was worshipped as a deity, and 
likewise one set aside to be used as an idolatrous sacrifice, 
may not be sacrificed upon the altar, although it is permit- 
ted to eat their meat. This halakha is in accordance with 
the mishna on Temura 28a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:6). 


To exclude an animal that gored — maiz nx rosin: 
An animal or bird that killed a person may not be sacri- 
ficed upon the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 3:6). 


To exclude an offspring of diverse kinds - Dyb bis: 
An offspring of diverse kinds may not be sacrificed upon 
the altar, even if it is unblemished (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:4). 


To exclude an animal that resembles another - p15 
aah: An animal that resembles a different species, even 
if it is not a hybrid, may not be sacrificed upon the altar. 
How so? If a ewe gives birth to an offspring that resembles 
a goat, or if a goat gives birth to an animal that resembles 
a sheep, the offspring may not be sacrificed, even if it has 
certain characteristics that cause it to resemble its mother. 
It is similar to a blemished animal, as there is no greater 
blemish that an abnormal appearance (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 3:5). 


And if the offspring emerged by caesarean section — 
ping TINYN: Ifa pregnant woman experienced labor 
pains accompanied by bleeding, and subsequently gave 

birth by caesarean section, the blood that emerged from 

the vagina is ritually impure, either as menstrual blood or 
blood of ziva, depending on the time in the woman's ziva 

cycle when it emerged. Whatever blood emerged from 

the abdominal incision is impure. If no blood emerged 

from the vagina, the woman is ritually pure; she is not ren- 
dered impure for seven days by the blood that emerged 

from the abdominal incision (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:5 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 1:9). 
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NOTES 

The location of a woman’s source is ritually 
impure — S130 inip ip: Rashi explains that the 
blood that comes from the uterus becomes impure 
through its contact with the uterus, and it imparts 
ritual impurity to the woman when it leaves her 
body and comes into contact with the outside of 
her body. Since it does not render her impure as 
a menstruating woman, she is permitted to her 
husband. 
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The Gemara analyzes the baraita: Granted, the first clause of the 
baraita is clear: Rabbi Shimon conforms to his line of reasoning, 
cited in the mishna, that birth via caesarean section has the halakhic 
status of childbirth; and the Rabbis, i.e., the first tanna, conform to 


their line of reasoning, that birth via caesarean section does not have 
the halakhic status of childbirth. But in the latter clause, with regard 
to what matter do they disagree? Ravina said: The latter clause 
is referring to a case where the offspring emerged by caesarean 


section, 


Ayo) PYDRU D1 XTS ON] TION 
arn pan 


and blood emerged through the womb, i.e., vaginally, during the 
three days preceding the birth. And Rabbi Shimon conforms to his 


line of reasoning, that a caesarean birth is a full-fledged birth, and 
therefore the blood that emerged prior to the birth is ritually pure, 
and the Rabbis conform to their line of reasoning, that a caesarean 
birth is not halakhically considered a birth, which means that the 
blood which emerged beforehand is considered the blood of ziva, and 
is ritually impure. 


KUIT = WIT BY 217 pT 
yawa th Dips - “own” Tiy 


Rav Yosef objects to this explanation: One difficulty is that accord- 
ing to this interpretation, the latter clause of the baraita is superfluous, 


as the dispute recorded there is identical to that of the first clause. 
And furthermore, the words: From there, in the phrase: The blood 
that emerges from there, indicate that this is referring to a place 
already mentioned in the baraita, i.e., the place from which the off- 
spring emerged, which is the abdominal incision of the caesarean 
section, not the vagina. 


DT) Thy eww pia ADH 37 was xx 
se 


Rather, Rav Yosef said that this is the explanation of the latter clause 
of the baraita: It is referring to a situation where both the offspring 


and blood emerged through the incision in the abdomen." It is 
in such a case that the first tanna deems the blood which emerged 
impure and Rabbi Shimon deems it pure. 


— 72D D-Day wav wipe TPM 
inip Np -120 VND inip ipa 
aaie) 


And the matter with regard to which they disagree is whether or not 
the location of a woman's source, i.e., her uterus, is ritually impure. 
One Sage, the first tanna, holds that the location of awoman’s source 
is ritually impure,™ and therefore any blood that emerges from it, 


regardless of how it came out of her body, is impure as well. And one 
Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds that the location of a woman's source is 
pure, and blood that emerges from there is also pure. Only uterine 
blood which emerges vaginally is impure. 


Where both the offspring and blood emerged through the inci- 
sion in the abdomen - #517 J7707) hy wyn: Ifa woman experi- 
enced pain associated with childbirth and gave birth to a child by 
caesarean section, both the blood that emerged vaginally and that 
which emerged through the abdominal incision are ritually impure. 
If no blood emerged vaginally, the woman is pure, despite the fact 
that the blood emerging from the abdomen is impure. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:5 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:9). 


HALAKHA 


The location of a woman's source is ritually impure - ip 
wap inip: If a woman gave birth by caesarean section and blood 
emerged from the abdomen along with the child, that blood is 
a primary source of ritual impurity, just like the vaginal blood of 
menstruation, childbirth, and ziva. The reason is that the place of 
a woman's source, i.e., the uterus, is ritually impure. The woman 
herself is not rendered impure except when emitting blood vaginally 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:9, and 
see Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:5). 
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§ Reish Lakish says: According to the statement of the one who 
deems the blood impure, the first tanna, he deems the woman 
impure" as well, as though it were blood of menstruation. Like- 
wise, according to the statement of the one who deems the 
blood pure, Rabbi Shimon, he deems the woman pure as well. 
But Rabbi Yohanan says: Even according to the statement of 
the one who deems the blood impure, the first tanna, he deems 
the woman pure. 


And Rabbi Yohanan follows his standard line of reasoning here, 
as Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: 
From where is it derived that a woman does not become impure 
due to menstruation unless the flow of blood emerges from her 
nakedness, i.e., genitalia? As it is stated: “And a man who lies 
with a woman having her flow, and shall uncover her nakedness, 
he has made naked her source” (Leviticus 20:18) This teaches 
that a woman is not impure due to menstruation unless the flow 
emerges from her nakedness. 


Reish Lakish says in the name of Rabbi Yehuda Nesia:? If a 
woman's source, i.e., her uterus, became dislodged and fell out 
of her body onto the ground, she is ritually impure, as it is 
stated: “Because your foundation was poured out, and your 
nakedness was uncovered” (Ezekiel 16:36). The word “founda- 
tion” alludes to the uterus, and the verse is referring to it after it 
has been “poured out,” i.e., detached, as an uncovering of naked- 
ness, which indicates that it is still a source of impurity even after 
it has been detached from its place. 


The Gemara asks: To what kind ofimpurity is this woman subject 
in this situation? If we say that she is subject to the impurity of 
seven days of menstruating women, that is impossible, as the 
Merciful One states in the Torah that such impurity is caused by 
“blood” (Leviticus 15:19), and not a piece of flesh. Rather, she is 
subject to impurity that lasts until the evening, as a result of the 
surface of her body having come into contact with the uterus, 
which is a source of impurity. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: In the case of a woman’s source that dis- 
charged two whitish, clear, pearl-like [margaliyyot}' drops," she 
is impure. The Gemara asks: To what kind of impurity is this 
woman subject in this situation? If we say that she is subject to the 
impurity of seven days of menstruating women, that is impossible, 
as the mishna (Nidda 19a) states that there are five distinct colors 
of ritually impure blood in a woman, but no more, and pearly 
white is not one of those colors. Rather, she is subject to impurity 
that lasts until the evening, as a result of her body having come 
into contact with a discharge from the uterus, which is a source of 
impurity. And this is the halakha specifically if there were two 
drops, but if there was only one such drop she is not impure, as I 
can say that the drop came from elsewhere," not from the uterus. 


NOTES 


According to the statement of the one who deems the blood 
impure he deems the woman impure - 073 KAVAT nah 
mwa KAVNA: Reish Lakish, like Rav Yosef, maintains that the latter 
clause of the baraita is referring to blood that emerges from the 
abdominal incision. Yet his explanation differs from the previous 
explanations of this clause in that he holds that according to the 
first tanna, the blood is considered menstrual blood despite its 
emergence from a place other than the vagina. 

With regard to Reish Lakish’s explanation of the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon in this latter clause of the baraita, there are two opinions 
among the early commentaries. According to one opinion, Rabbi 
Shimon agrees that in theory, uterine blood which emerges due 
to an abdominal incision can render a woman a menstruating 
woman or a zava. But in this particular case, since the bleeding was 


followed by a birth, it is considered pure, as is the case with any 
painful bleeding followed by a birth. The first tanna, by contrast, 
does not consider a caesarean birth a full-fledged birth, and there 
fore he rules that the woman's bleeding does render her impure. 
Consequently, the dispute between Rabbi Shimon and the firs 
tanna in the latter clause of the baraita is directly related to their 
dispute in the first clause (Tosafot; Tosefot HaRosh). 

According to the other opinion, Reish Lakish maintains tha 
Rabbi Shimon disagrees altogether with the basic assertion o 
the first tanna that uterine blood emerging from anywhere other 
than the vagina can be considered blood of menstruation or ziva. 
Therefore, the woman experiencing such bleeding remains pure 
(Ramban; Ran). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yehuda Nesia — nw 7117 11: Three different 
Sages were known by this name, each the grandson of 
his namesake. The first, who lived during the first and 
second generations of amora‘im in Eretz Yisrael, was 
the son of Rabban Gamliel, who was himself the son 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna. 
In order to distinguish him from his grandfather, 
also named Yehuda, the grandson was called Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesia, the Aramaic form of Yehuda the Nasi, 
or patriarch. Like his grandfather, he is sometimes 
referred to simply as Rabbi. The grandson of this Rabbi 
Yehuda, a disciple of Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, 
was also known as Rabbi Yehuda Nesia. The grandson 
of this later Rabbi Yehuda Nesia, a fourth-generation 
amora in Eretz Yisrael and a contemporary of Rabbi 
Yirmeya, was likewise called by the same name. 


LANGUAGE 

Pearls [margaliyyot] - niam: The source of this 
word is the Greek papyapitns, margarités, with a 
shift from the letter r to the letter /. The meaning of 
the word in Greek, as in Hebrew, is pearl. There is a 
similar Greek word which denotes a precious stone. 
In talmudic Hebrew the word can likewise have both 
meanings. 


HALAKHA 


A woman's source that discharged two whitish clear 
pearl-like drops — nihan OD NW YNT Mp: If a 
woman's source, i.e., her uterus, discharged two pearl- 
like, i.e., clear white, drops, she is impure until the eve- 
ning. She is not a menstruating woman, which would 
entail seven days of ritual impurity, unless she emits 
one of the five types of blood listed in the mishna on 
19a. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 110). 


If there was only one drop she is not impure as | 
can say it came from elsewhere — xoy XK XIN 
som: If a woman discharges a single pearl- -like drop 
she is not rendered i impure, as it is assumed that it did 
not originate in the uterus. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:11). 


283 


2812771 p: NIDDA : PEREK V: 41B 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


Is the area between the teeth-like projections itself 
considered as internal or as external — m2 owwa pa 
yn» ix: This question is due to the ambiguity of the 
word: Until. The Talmud often discusses whether this 
term includes or excludes the specified endpoint. 


The place of threshing — mg’ nip: According to the 
Rambam (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:2), this place 
of threshing is a description of the area previously called: 
Between the teeth-like projections (Rashbatz). 
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§ The mishna teaches: All women become ritually impure with 
the flow of blood from the uterus into the outer chamber, i.e., the 
vagina, as it is stated: “And her issue in her flesh shall be blood” 
(Leviticus 15:19). The Gemara asks: What exactly is the outer 
chamber? Reish Lakish says: Any place which can be seen when 
a little girl sits with her legs spread. When the blood reaches that 
area in the vagina, the woman becomes ritually impure. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish in objection: That place is 
considered exposed even with regard to contact with the carcass 
of a creeping animal. If one comes into contact with the carcass 
of a creeping animal he becomes impure. This is the halakha only 
if the animal touches a part of the body that is exposed, not an 
internal cavity such as the inside of the mouth. Since the area of 
the vagina described by Reish Lakish is considered an exposed 
part of the body for the purposes of the impurity imparted by the 
carcass of a creeping animal, it should not be necessary for the 
mishna to derive the halakha of her impurity from the expression 
“in her flesh” Rather, Rabbi Yohanan says: The term outer cham- 
ber extends until the area between the teeth-like projections" 
inside the vagina. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is the area between the 
teeth-like projections itself considered as internal, which would 
mean that blood there would not render the woman impure, or as 
external?" Come and hear a resolution, as Rabbi Zakkai teaches 
a baraita: The term outer chamber extends to the area between 
the teeth-like projections, but the area between the teeth-like 
projections themselves is considered as internal. 


It was taught in a baraita that a woman becomes impure when the 
blood reaches the place of threshing," which is a euphemism. The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of this euphemism, the place 
of threshing? Rav Yehuda says: It is referring to the place in the 
vagina where the penis threshes, i.e., reaches, during intercourse. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: It is written concerning a men- 
struating woman: “And ifa woman has an issue, and her flow in her 
flesh shall be blood, she shall be in her menstruation seven days” 
(Leviticus 15:19). The term “in her flesh” teaches that she becomes 
impure while the blood is still inside her flesh just as when the 
blood emerges outside her body. I have derived only that this 
applies in the case of a menstruating woman. From where is it 
derived that it applies to a zava as well? The same verse states: 
“Her flow [zovah] in her flesh” 


From where is it derived that this also applies to a woman who 
discharges semen after intercourse?" The same verse states the 
apparently superfluous term “shall be.” And Rabbi Shimon says: 
In the case of discharging semen, it is sufficient for her to be 
like the man who engaged in intercourse with her: Just as the 
man who engaged in intercourse with her does not become 
impure until the source of impurity, the semen, emerges outside 
his body, so too, she does not become impure until her source of 
impurity, the semen, emerges outside her body. It does not render 
her impure while it is still inside her body. 


HALAKHA 
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Until the area between the teeth-like projections — pa 1% 
owt: Blood that emerges from the uterus, even if it has not 
yet left the body, renders the woman impure by Torah law once 
it has gone beyond the area between the teeth-like projections, 
as all women become ritually impure with the flow of blood 
from the uterus into the outer chamber. This is the halakha only 
if the woman feels the blood discharged from the uterus. If she 
does not feel it she is not rendered impure by Torah law, but only 
by rabbinic law (Shakh). The area of the teeth-like projections is 
equivalent to the place where the penis reaches during inter- 
course. If the blood reaches the area of the teeth-like projections 
itself, without going beyond it, it is considered as though the 


blood has not yet been emitted, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yannai (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:2). 


A woman who discharges semen after intercourse — nobis 
yw naaw: A woman who discharged semen is rendered impure 
like a man who emits semen, provided that it is emitted within 
three time periods after intercourse, with each time period con- 
sisting of an entire day or night. Even if the semen did not leave 
the woman's body, she becomes impure as soon as it reaches the 
area between the teeth-like projections, in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 5:11). 
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The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Shimon in fact hold that it is 
sufficient for her to be like the man who engaged in intercourse 
with her? But isn’t it taught to the contrary in a baraita: The verse 
states: “The woman also with whom a man shall lie carnally, they 
shall both bathe themselves in water, and be impure until the 
evening” (Leviticus 15:18). Rabbi Shimon said: And what does 
this verse come to teach us? If it teaches with regard to one who 
comes into contact with semen that they are impure, it is already 
stated below (Leviticus 22:4): “Or aman from whom the flow of 
seed goes out,’ from which it is derived that coming into contact 
with semen renders one impure. 


Rather, this verse is necessary because in the case of intercourse 
the contact with the source of impurity occurs in a concealed part 
of the body, and contact with impurity by a concealed part of the 
body generally does not render one impure." But here it is a 
Torah edict that the woman does become impure in this manner. 
This baraita proves that according to Rabbi Shimon a woman is 
rendered impure by semen even when it is inside her body. 


The Gemara answers that this is not difficult. Here, this second 
baraita is dealing with a woman who engages in intercourse, 
whereas there, the first baraita is dealing with a woman who dis- 
charges semen after intercourse. It is only during the act of inter- 
course that a woman becomes impure due to the semen. If she later 
discharges semen, she does not become impure, according to 
Rabbi Shimon, until the semen leaves her body and touches her 
on the outside. 


The Gemara objects: But in the case of a woman who discharges 
semen, one can derive that she is impure due to the fact that 
she engaged in intercourse prior to the discharge.’ The Gemara 
answers: Rabbi Shimon is referring to a case where she immersed 
herself, thereby purifying herself from the impurity from her 
intercourse, and she subsequently discharged semen. 


The Gemara asks: Is this to say that in the case of awoman who 
engages in intercourse it is sufficient for her to simply immerse 
herself, and then she is in a state of impurity only until evening? 
But didn’t Rava say: A woman who engages in intercourse is 
prohibited from partaking of teruma, even if she is married to a 
priest, for the entire three days" following the intercourse, as it 
is impossible for her not to discharge semen throughout this 
period, and teruma may not be consumed by one who is impure? 


The Gemara answers: Here we are dealing with a case where 
others immersed the woman while she was still in bed, and she 
remained there. If she remains lying down, it is possible for her not 
to discharge semen following intercourse, and the immersion after 
intercourse purifies her. The Gemara asks: By inference, one can 
conclude that when Rava said that a woman is in a constant state 
of impurity for three days after intercourse, he was referring to a 
case where she walked to the ritual bath by foot and immersed 
herself. But if so, perhaps while she was walking she released all 
the semen in her body even before the three days were over, and 
therefore will not subsequently become impure. 


NOTES 


One can derive that she is impure due to the fact that she 
engaged in intercourse prior to the discharge - pisn nobis 
TAW KIT mb: The Gemara first explained that according to 
Rabbi Shimon, a woman is subject to ritual impurity by insemi- 
nation in two distinct ways, through intercourse and through 
discharge of semen. The Gemara proceeds to ask: What is the 
point of these two separate categories, as a discharge of semen 


is necessarily preceded by intercourse in any event? The question 
could not be posed to the first tanna, as according to him it is 
possible that there are not two categories, but rather, the Torah 
declares a woman impure after intercourse only because of the 
discharge of semen that necessarily follows it (Ramban; Ran). See 
Tosafot for a different explanation. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Contact with impurity by a concealed part of the body 
does not render one impure — 72% ONDA MI NX) 
Tga: Ritual impurity is imparted to a woman who 
engages in intercourse not due to the contact with semen, 
as this contact takes place internally, and contact with 
an impure substance in a concealed part of the body is 
not considered contact. Rather, the woman's impurity is 
imposed by Torah law because of the act of intercourse 
itself, as explained by Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 5:9; see also Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 1:3). 


A woman who engages in intercourse is prohibited 

from partaking of teruma for the entire three days — 
manna biog) apy ovr aww ba nwawn: With regard 

to a woman after intercourse, if she did not turn over dur- 
ing intercourse, she may immerse immediately and par- 
take of teruma in the evening. This immersion would have 

to be performed while she is still lying in bed (Ra‘avad; 

see Radbaz and Kesef Mishne). If she did turn over during 

intercourse, she is prohibited from partaking of teruma for 
three days, as it is impossible that she did not emit some 

semen over this period, thereby rendering herself impure, 
in accordance with the statement of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:7). 
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NOTES 


Here he is referring to a woman who turns around, 
there he is speaking of a woman who does not turn 
around — n357 FYRI {XD NISTA N2: Rashi 
offers two different interpretations of this sentence. 
The first is that the turning around mentioned by the 
Gemara is referring to the woman's movement after 
she has immersed. If she turned from side to side after 
the immersion, Rava maintains that she certainly dis- 
charges semen throughout the three-day period and 
is therefore impure. When Rabbi Shimon indicates that 
is possible for her to remain pure after immersion, he 
is referring to a case where she does not turn from side 
o side. The majority of the early commentaries adopt 
is interpretation (Ramban; Rashba; Ritva; Rashbatz). 
Rashi’s second explanation is that the turning 
around mentioned by the Gemara is referring to her 
position at the time of intercourse. If she remained 
still at that time, the semen is better absorbed inside 
her body and is not necessarily discharged thereafter. 
f she turned from side to side during that time, she 
will constantly be discharging semen over the next 
hree days, as stated by Rava. The Rambam explains the 
Gemara in accordance with this second interpretation. 
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And if you would say that it is certainly possible that she released 
all the semen, but Rava’s concern was that perhaps some of it 
might have remained, if so, he should have said: We are concerned 
that perhaps some semen remained and will be discharged, rather 
than: It is impossible for her not to discharge semen throughout 
this period. 


Rather, according to Rava too, this is referring even to a case where 
others immersed her while she was still in bed and she remained 
there for three days. And the contradiction is not difficult: Here, 
in the statement of Rava, he is referring to a woman who turns 
around in bed from side to side. It is therefore certain that she will 
discharge semen over the course of three days. There, in the state- 
ment of Rabbi Shimon, he is speaking ofa woman lying in bed who 
does not turn around" from side to side. Such a woman will not 
discharge semen at all. 


And the statement of Rava is referring to a verse in the Torah, and 
this is what he is saying: When the Merciful One writes in the 
Torah, with regard to a man and woman who engaged in intercourse: 

“They shall both bathe themselves in water, and be impure until 
the evening” (Leviticus 15:18), which indicates that when evening 
comes the woman's purification is complete, it is dealing with a 
case where she is in bed and does not turn around from side to 
side. But in a case where she does turn around, she is prohibited 
from partaking of teruma for the entire three days following the 
intercourse, as it is impossible for her not to discharge semen 
throughout this period. 


Rav Shmuel bar Bisna asked Abaye: With regard to awoman who 
discharges semen, is her status that of one who experienced an 
emission of an impure substance, or is her status that of one who 
came into contact with an impure substance? 


The practical difference between these two possibilities is threefold: 
Whether or not the discharge negates her counting of seven clean 
days at the end of the ziva period, whether or not it renders her 
impure by any amount, and whether or not it renders her impure 
while still inside her body as it would after emerging out of her body. 
Ifit is considered an emission of an impure substance, it negates her 
count of seven clean days, and it renders her impure even in the 
slightest amount, and it renders her impure even before it emerges 
from her body. If it renders her impure because she came into con- 
tact with it, it does not negate her count, it renders her impure only 
if a certain minimum amount emerges, and it renders her impure 
only after touching the outside of her body. 


Before addressing the dilemma, the Gemara raises a difficulty with 
Rav Shmuel bar Bisna’s question itself: Whichever way you look at 
it, the question is problematic. If he had heard the baraita cited 
above, the answer is obvious: According to the Rabbis, her status 
is that of one who experienced an emission of an impure substance, 
as the baraita clearly states that in the Rabbis’ opinion the woman 
is rendered impure even before the semen emerges from her body. 
And according to Rabbi Shimon, her status is that of one who 
came into contact with the impure substance, as Rabbi Shimon 
states that the woman is impure only when the semen emerges from 
her body. 


And if Rav Shmuel bar Bisna did not hear the baraita and was 
unaware of it, it is certainly more reasonable to assume that her 
status should be that of one who came into contact with the semen. 
Why would he think otherwise, as after all, the emitted substance 
did not originate in her body? 
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The Gemara answers: Actually, Rav Shmuel bar Bisna had heard 
the baraita, and he did not raise the dilemma according to the 
opinion of the Rabbis. According to their opinion it is clear that 
the woman has the status of one who experienced an emission of 
an impure bodily substance. Rather, when he raises the dilemma, 
it is according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


And he does not raise the dilemma with regard to the question 
of whether or not the semen renders her impure when it is inside 
the body as it would after emerging outside the body, as Rabbi 
Shimon states explicitly that the woman is impure only when 
the semen leaves her body. Rather, when he raises the dilemma, 
it is only with regard to the other two issues mentioned above: 
Whether or not the discharge negates her counting of seven clean 
days at the end of the ziva period, and whether or not it renders 
her impure in any amount. He therefore asked: What is the status 
of her discharge of semen with respect to these two matters? 


The Gemara explains the sides of the dilemma: It is possible that 
when Rabbi Shimon says: It is sufficient for her to be like 
the man who engaged in intercourse with her, this statement 
applies only with regard to the question of whether or not the 
semen renders her impure when it is inside the body as it would 
after emerging outside the body. It does not render her impure 
unless it touches her body on the outside. But with regard to the 
question ofwhether or not the discharge negates her counting of 
seven clean days at the end of the ziva period and whether or not 
it renders her impure in any amount, perhaps she is considered 
impure as one who experienced an emission of an impure sub- 
stance. Or perhaps there is no difference. Rather, with regard to 
all three issues she has the status of one who came into contact 
with an impure substance. 


There are those who say a different explanation of Rav Shmuel bar 
Bisna’s dilemma: Actually, he did not hear the baraita and was 
unaware of it. And as for the question of why he would think that 
the woman should have the status of one who experienced an 
emission of an impure bodily substance, this was his dilemma: 
Since the Merciful One was stringent before the giving of the 
Torah on Mount Sinai with regard to men who had experienced 
a seminal emission, in that they were prohibited from attending 
that event, as it is stated: “Be ready on the third day; do not come 
near a woman” (Exodus 19:15), whereas those who had come into 
contact with other impure items were not prohibited from attend- 
ing, perhaps the stringency of this particular source of impurity 
should likewise be applied to a woman who discharges semen. If 
so, her status should be like one who experienced a seminal emis- 
sion, rather than one who merely came into contact with semen. 


The Gemara explains the other side of the dilemma: Or perhaps 
we should not derive any halakhot from the instructions given 
before the revelation at Sinai, as that was a novelty. The Gemara 
cites a proof for this claim: As that was the case with regard to 
zavin and lepers, whose impurity is even more stringent than 
that of one who experiences a seminal emission, but nevertheless 
the Merciful One was not stringent with regard to them, as He 
permitted them to attend the ceremony of the giving of the Torah. 


After clarifying Rav Shmuel bar Bisna’s dilemma, the Gemara cites 
Abaye’s answer to him. Abaye said to him: The woman’ status is 
that of one who experienced an emission of semen. Rav Shmuel 
bar Bisna came and asked Rava the same question, and he too 
said to him: The woman's status is that of one who experienced 
an emission. He came before Rav Yosef, and he too said to him: 
Her status is that of one who experienced an emission. Rav 
Shmuel bar Bisna came back to Abaye and said to him: You are 
all spewing the same saliva. None of you are teaching anything 
new, as you all repeat the same unsatisfactory answer. 


anq P15: NIDDA: PEREK V: 42A 287 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


They all become impure while the blood is inside 
their bodies just as when it emerges outside their 
bodies - yin oa ninvavn J72: If blood emerged 
from a woman's uterus, she is ritually impure by Torah 
law even if it did not leave her body (Shakh), as all 
women are rendered impure by blood in the outer 
chamber, i.e., the vagina. This is the halakha only if the 
woman senses the emergence of the blood from the 
uterus; if she does not feel it, she is not impure by Torah 
law, although the Shakh maintains that she is impure 
by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 5:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 183:1). 


A woman after childbirth who descended to 
immerse to emerge from her status of impurity to 
purity, etc. — ^2) mined awa biah ow mtb: 
If a woman after childbirth descended to immerse 
in order to transition from her days of impurity to her 
days of purity, and blood emerged from her uterus 
and left the area between the teeth-like projections 
inside the vagina, she is impure. The immersion was 
ineffective with regard to this blood, despite the fact 
that it is still in her flesh. If the blood emerged from 
her uterus upon her ascent from the ritual bath, she 
is pure, as the immersion was effective for any blood 
encapsulated in her limbs to render it the blood of her 
days of purity. The halakha is in accordance with the 
statement that Rabbi Zeira said that Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Ashi said that Rav said (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 5:3). 


LANGUAGE 
He nodded [karkish] — w273: This phrase means that 
he tipped his head toward another, which is a gesture 
of acquiescence to the other's comment. 
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Abaye said to him: I said well to you, i.e., my response was correct. 
Rabbi Shimon says that it is sufficient for the woman to be like 
the man who engaged in intercourse with her only with regard 
to the question of whether or not the semen renders her impure 
while still inside her body as it would after emerging out of her 
body. Rabbi Shimon rules that it does not render her impure until 
it touches her on the outside. But with regard to the other two 
issues, i.e., negating the woman’s count of seven clean days at the 
end of a ziva period and rendering her impure in any amount, 
Rabbi Shimon maintains that the woman's status is that of one who 
experienced an emission. Therefore, the discharge negates her 
count and renders her impure by any amount. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss types of ritual impurity that 
apply whether the impure substance is still inside the body or 
has been discharged from it. The Sages taught in a baraita: With 
regard to a menstruating woman, a zava, a woman who observes 
a clean day for a day she experiences a discharge, and a woman 
after childbirth, they all become impure while the blood is still 
inside their bodies just as they would be when the blood emerges 
outside their bodies." 


The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to all those other cases, it 
is well, i.e., one can understand this ruling with regard to blood that 
has not left the body. But the halakha of a woman after childbirth 
is puzzling, since if this is referring to blood that she discharges in 
her days of menstruation, then she is a menstruating woman, 
and she is included in the earlier category. Likewise, if the baraita 
is referring to blood that she discharges in her days of ziva, she 
has the status of ziva, and once again is included in a previously 
mentioned category. 


The Gemara answers: No, the mention of a woman after childbirth 
is necessary only in a case where the days of ritual impurity after 
childbirth, which are seven for a male and fourteen for a female, 
have passed, and the woman descended to immerse in a ritual bath 
in order to emerge from her status of impurity to purity. 


And the halakha here is like that which Rabbi Zeira said that 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: In the case of awoman 
after childbirth who descended to immerse in a ritual bath in 
order to emerge from her status of impurity to purity," and blood 
was uprooted from her uterus but it did not leave her body, her 
status is as follows: If this occurred on her descent to the ritual bath, 
she remains impure, as the immersion is ineffective. If it happened 
on her ascent from the bath, she is pure, as her period of purity, 
which is thirty-three days for a male and sixty-six for a female, has 
commenced. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira, with regard to this halakha: If 
the blood emerged on her descent to immerse, why is she impure? 
After all, the blood is a substance of impurity that is encapsulated 
inside a body," and there is a halakha that an encapsulated source 
of impurity does not impart impurity to other items (see Hullin 71a). 
Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Yirmeya: Go and ask Rabbi Avin, as 
I explained to him the reason for this halakha, and he nodded 
[vekharkish]‘his head to me in the study hall, in affirmation of my 
explanation. 


It is a substance of impurity that is encapsulated inside a body - 
xT mba maw: There is a halakha with regard to ritual impurity 
that an impure item which is encapsulated inside another item 
does not transfer impurity. Likewise, if a ritually pure item is inside 
another item, it is not susceptible to impurity. For example, a 
vessel inside someone's intestines is not considered part of his 
body, neither with regard to purity, i.e., if the vessel was impure it 


NOTES 

This principle is derived from a verse discussing an animal car- 
cass: “And he who eats of its carcass shall wash his clothes, and be 
impure until the evening" (Leviticus 11:40). Since this verse applies 
even to one who ate from the carcass near sunset, this means that 
it was still undigested at sunset, and yet he still becomes pure in 
the evening. Evidently, an impure item inside a person does not 
render the individual impure (see Hullin 71a). 


remains so even if he immersed in a ritual bath, nor with regard to 
impurity, i.e., ifthe vessel was pure it is not rendered impure when 
the individual who swallowed it contracts impurity. 
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The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya indeed went and asked 
Rabbi Avin the reason, and Rabbi Avin said to Rabbi Yirmeya: The 
Sages rendered this blood like the unslaughtered carcass of a 
kosher bird," which imparts impurity even to the garments of the 
one who eats it, when there is an olive-bulk of it in his throat, despite 
the fact that this source of impurity is encapsulated in his body. 
Rabbi Yirmeya asked Rabbi Avin: Are these cases comparable? How 
can one compare the impurity of a woman after childbirth to the 
impurity of one who eats the unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird? 


Rabbi Yirmeya elaborates: There, with regard to the impurity con- 
tracted by swallowing an unslaughtered bird carcass, this unusual 
type of impurity does not have an equivalent form of impurity 
outside, since if one merely touches an unslaughtered bird carcass, 
he and his garments remain pure. By contrast, here, with regard to 
the blood of a woman after childbirth, let it become impure only 
when it emerges outside her body, like all other items that impart 
impurity by contact once they are no longer encapsulated. Rather, 
due to this difficulty one must explain that here too, Rabbi Zeira is 
referring to a case where the blood emerged outside her body after 
her immersion; otherwise she remains pure. 


The Gemara asks: If the reason that the woman is pure is that the 
blood emerged outside her body, what is the purpose of stating this 
halakha? Certainly, this blood renders the woman impure upon 
contact. The Gemara answers that this ruling is necessary, lest you 
say: Since the woman’s immersion is effective for any blood that 
is inside her, i.e., it prevents that blood from rendering her impure, 
let it also be effective for this blood, which did not leave her body 
until after the immersion. Therefore, Rabbi Zeira teaches us that this 
is not the halakha. 


The Gemara objects: We have resolved our halakha, the statement 
of Rabbi Zeira, but the difficulty remains with regard to the case of 
a woman after childbirth. In light of the explanation of Rabbi Zeira’s 
opinion, the baraita cited at the beginning of the discussion, which 
states that a woman after childbirth becomes impure by blood that 
is still inside her body, cannot be interpreted in accordance with his 
opinion, as Rabbi Zeira maintains that the blood does not render 
her impure unless it emerges outside her body. Accordingly, the 
original difficulty remains: If the baraita is referring to blood that 
she discharges in her days of menstruation, then she is a menstruat- 
ing woman, and if the baraita is referring to her days of ziva, it has 
the status of ziva, both are which are already listed in the baraita. 


The Gemara explains: Here we are dealing with a dry birth, without 
the emission of blood, and the baraita is teaching that the woman 
is rendered impure despite the fact that no blood emerged. The 
Gemara asks: If the baraita is referring to a dry birth, what blood is 
there that becomes impure while still inside the woman’s body just 
as it would when emerging outside her body? There is no blood at 
all in the case of a dry birth. 


HALAKHA 


The unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird, etc. - mba 
"31 VB Ay: An unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird 
imparts impurity by Torah law. It does not transfer impu- 
rity by touch or carrying, or when it is in one’s mouth, 
but only while an olive-bulk is in the throat. One who 
contracts impurity in this manner renders his garments 
impure until he separates from his impurity. How so? If 
one swallowed an olive-bulk of an unslaughtered carcass 
of a kosher bird and touched vessels at the time, the 
vessels have first-degree ritual impurity. Once he has 
swallowed the carcass, he does not impart impurity to 
other vessels, as he is comparable to an object that has 
first-degree ritual impurity and has separated from the 
source of its impurity. Such an object does not impart 
impurity to vessels, despite the fact that it requires 
immersion and the passing of sunset before it becomes 
ritually pure. This halakha is in accordance with the 
baraita in Torat Kohanim (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 3:1). 
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BACKGROUND 
Circumcision on Shabbat - nawa mon: By Torah law, all 
male Jews must be circumcised (see Genesis 17:10-14). 
This obligation is assigned to the father of a son eight 
days after birth. The Sages derived that the obligation to 
circumcise on the eighth day overrides the prohibitions of 


Shabbat (see Leviticus 12:3). Nevertheless, if the circumci- 


sion had been postponed due to the infant's illness or if 
there exists some uncertainty as to whether Shabbat is 
truly the eighth day after birth, the circumcision may be 
performed only on a weekday. 


HALAKHA 


A child making a noise at nightfall on Shabbat eve but 
it was not born until Shabbat - yor NON YT thy 
sna ay vom Kby spaw: If a child reached its head 
out from the corridor on Shabbat eve, or if he was heard 
crying, even if he fully emerged only on Shabbat he is 
not circumcised on Shabbat. Rather, his circumcision is 
performed on the following Shabbat eve, which is the 
eighth day after the emergence of his head. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 262:4). 


Where another woman inserted an olive-bulk of an 
animal carcass into that place - n> AnYAN ab mann 
Dipa inixa man: If one inserted a ritually i impure object 
with a stick into the body cavity of a woman below, 
without the impure object touching her flesh, she is not 
rendered impure by this contact, as internal contact is 
not considered touching with regard to this halakha. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:3; see 1:8). 
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The Gemara answers that this clause is not referring to blood; rather, 
this is a situation where the offspring put his head out of the cor- 
ridor, in which case it is considered born and renders its mother 
impure, despite the fact that the rest of its body has not emerged. 
And this is in accordance with the statement of Rav Oshaya, as 

Rav Oshaya said: If a midwife inserted her hand into the womb of 
a woman whose fetus is dead, she is rendered impure due to contact 
with a corpse. This is a rabbinic decree lest the midwife touch it 

after the offspring puts his head out of the corridor and it dies 

afterward, in which case the fetus is considered born and therefore 

she would be ritually impure by Torah law. 


The Gemara adds: And this is similar to an incident involving a 
certain man who came before Rava and said to him: What is the 
halakha with regard to whether one may circumcise on Shabbat?” 
Rava said to him: One may well do so. After that man left, Rava 
said to himself, perplexed: Can it enter your mind that that man 
did not know that it is permitted to circumcise on Shabbat, and 
he approached me to inquire about such a basic matter? There must 
be an unstated aspect to his question. Rava therefore went after him 
and said to him: Say to me, my friend [izi],' how did the incident 
itself happen? 


The man said to Rava: [heard the child making a noise at nightfall 
on Shabbat eve, before Shabbat began, but it was not born until 
Shabbat." Rava said to him: This is a baby who put his head out 
of the corridor, as otherwise his voice would not have been heard. 
Consequently, it is considered born already on Friday, which means 
that it should be circumcised on the following Friday, the eighth 
day after its birth. And if it is circumcised afterward, this is a cir- 
cumcision performed not at its appointed time, and there is a 
halakha that although circumcision on the eighth day overrides 
Shabbat, nevertheless, with regard to any circumcision performed 
not at its appointed time, one does not desecrate Shabbat for 
its performance. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to that 
place in a woman, i.e., her vagina, how is it defined? Is an impure 
substance located there considered encapsulated, or is it consid- 
ered to be located in a concealed part of the body? 


The Gemara explains: What is the practical difference as to whether 
it is considered encapsulated or concealed? The difference is in a 
case where another woman inserted an olive-bulk of an animal 
carcass, which is the size that imparts impurity, into that place." If 
you say that it is considered encapsulated, an encapsulated source 
of impurity does not impart impurity. But if you say that it is 
considered located in a concealed part of the body, although the 
woman does not become impure by contact, she at least becomes 
impure by carrying the olive-bulk of the carcass. 


Abaye said: It is considered encapsulated. Rava said: It is consid- 
ered located in a concealed part of the body. Rava further said: 
From where do I say this? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “The woman also with whom a man shall lie carnally, they 
shall both bathe themselves in water, and be impure until the eve- 
ning” (Leviticus 15:18). Rabbi Shimon said: Now what does this 
verse teach? If it teaches that one who touches semen is rendered 
impure, this is derived from the verse: “Or a man from whom the 
flow of seed goes out” (Leviticus 22:4). Rather, it must be teaching 
that a woman who engages in intercourse is rendered impure by the 
man’s semen, despite the fact that the semen did not touch her on 
the outside of her body. 


My friend [izi] - 9%: Some commentaries maintain that this 
word means my friend, and is a term of affection and closeness, 
as translated here. However, the source and the definition of the 


LANGUAGE 
it is a form of an Aramaic phrase meaning: Therefore, or: If so. 
Alternatively, it is related to the Persian zi, meaning: Now, render- 
ing the phrase in the Gemara as: Say to me now. 


word izi and its alternative form izo are unclear. Some claim that 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


xox INAUA Kh ONDA ma Mew 
XIDI Tw 


TWI- IT OND TYNT- IX) 
sn YAN DX toe YLT nviba 
TRADE AD - KT DMT MI mew 

tom sansa maw x bre 


wba ime qiy nay Dip and NYDN 
MI DADI MA IKNI 


tan 1 anaw p33 An Kpa xay 
ba DIY C.D sinh maa mts 
Ox bx) KVN xb mba mya —-F 
YABB BD TY -17 ONT MA NBN 

KAVN KPA NBS NAUN KY 


ma sox KIN da sx vax 
= zb XPOX KIN HIN WN ONT NET 
mapa TTA nba xI bios KANT 
wb nbn - nyhan max Pha 

ran TNOU bore x maw ar 


ANY ADDS Kpg TDD AD PS! a 
DNY DTip menawy tt 


The baraita continues: This is a novelty because the semen is a 
source of impurity located in a concealed part of the body, and 
ordinarily contact with a source of impurity by a concealed part of 
the body does not render one impure. But here it is a Torah edict 
that the woman does become impure in this manner. Evidently, an 
impure substance in the vagina is considered located in a concealed 
part of the body. 


The Gemara asks: And Abaye, how does he respond to Rava’s proof? 
The Gemara answers that Abaye would explain that the tanna of this 
baraita, Rabbi Shimon, states one reason and adds another: One 
reason that this halakha is a novelty is that semen in the vagina is 
an encapsulated substance of impurity, and another reason is that 
even if you were to say that the semen is considered located in a 
concealed part of the body, which ordinarily does not render one 
impure, but here, it is a Torah edict that the woman does become 
impure in this manner. 


§ A similar dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to 
the place in a person’s throat where an unslaughtered carcass of a 
kosher bird renders him ritually impure, how is it defined? Is the 
meat of the carcass considered encapsulated, or is it considered 
located in a concealed part of the body? 


The Gemara explains: What is the practical difference? The differ- 
ence is in a case where another individual inserted an olive-bulk 
of an animal carcass into his mouth." If you say that an impure 
item located in one’s throat is considered encapsulated, an encap- 
sulated source of impurity does not impart impurity. But if you 
say that it is considered located in a concealed part of the body, 
although the one swallowing the meat of the carcass indeed does 
not become impure by contact, he at least becomes impure by 
carrying" the meat. 


Abaye and Rava disagree with regard to this issue as well. Abaye 
said: It is considered encapsulated, and Rava said: It is considered 
located in a concealed part of the body. Abaye further said: From 
where do I say that it is considered encapsulated? As it is taught in 
a baraita: One might have thought that an animal carcass should 
impart impurity to garments when it is in one’s throat, like an 
unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird. Therefore, the verse states: 
“That which dies of itself, or is torn of animals, he shall not eat to 
render himself impure through it” (Leviticus 22:8). 


The baraita continues: This verse, which is dealing with impurity 
through eating, applies to that which has impurity only by means 
of its consumption, i.e., an unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird, 
which imparts impurity solely when it is in one’s throat. Therefore, 
the verse excludes this animal carcass from impurity by consump- 
tion, as it is impure, i.e., it imparts impurity, even before one eats 
it, by touch and carrying. This ruling, that other sources of impurity 
do not impart impurity in the throat, supports Abaye'’s opinion that 
an item located in the throat is considered encapsulated, which is 
why it does not impart impurity. 


Another individual inserted an olive-bulk of an animal carcass 
into his mouth - v3 Tin} aba na ivan ih ann: If someone 
inserted with a stick a ritually impure food into the throat of a pure 
individual, without the impure object touching his tongue, the one 
who swallows it is not rendered impure. The reason is that internal 
contact is not considered touching. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 


Met 1:3; see 1:8). 


HALAKHA 
He at least becomes impure by carrying — KAVA KPA KUNI: 
If one carries in a concealed part of his body an impure item which 
imparts impurity by carrying, he is rendered impure. The reason is 
that although he is not considered to be touching the item, he 
is nevertheless carrying it. If he swallowed the impure item he 
does not become impure through carrying it, as the contact of an 
impure item in one’s stomach is of no consequence, neither with 
regard to touching nor with regard to carrying. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 1:8; see 1:1). 


NOTES 
Where another individual inserted an olive-bulk of 
an animal carcass into his mouth - ivan b anny 
>) sinh mba mna: The Gemara does not say that one 
inserted the olive-bulk into his own mouth, as in such 
a case he would already be rendered impure because 
he touched the animal carcass (Rashi). 
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LANGUAGE 


Fold [kummat] - warp: From the root kuf, mem, tet, this 
word is used to describe limbs in the body which shrink 
as a result of various movements. See the verse “And you 
have shriveled me up [vatikmeteni], which is a witness 
against me” (Job 16:8). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the baraita: And let it 
be derived that an animal carcass imparts impurity to garments 
when itis in one’s throat by an a fortiori inference from the halakha 
of an unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird, in the following 
manner: If an unslaughtered carcass ofa kosher bird, whose status 
is relatively lenient, as it does not have impurity outside the body, 
since if one touched it or carried it he is not rendered impure, and 
yet it has impurity inside the throat, then with regard to this animal 
carcass, whose status is more stringent, as it does have impurity 
outside the body, is it not right that it should have impurity inside 
the throat? 


The Gemara answers that the verse states: “That which dies of itself, 
or is torn of animals, he shall not eat to become impure through it,” 
which indicates that one becomes impure when the item is in the 
throat only through it, i.e., an unslaughtered carcass ofa kosher bird, 
and not through another, i.e., an animal carcass. 


The Gemara asks: If so, what is the meaning when the verse states 
with regard to an animal carcass: “And he who eats of its carcass 
shall wash his clothes and be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 
11:40), which indicates that an animal carcass does impart impurity 
by means of consumption? 


The Gemara explains that this verse is written to provide a measure 
for the impurity of an animal carcass, but this measure applies only 
to one who touches and to one who carries it, not to one who eats 
the carcass. This measure is like the amount that one eats. Just as 
the minimum amount that one eats is an olive-bulk, i.e., this is 
the minimum measure that has the halakhic status of consumption, 
so too, the minimum measure of an animal carcass that imparts 
impurity to one who touches or carries it is an olive-bulk. 


Q The Gemara further discusses the impurity of a concealed part of 
the body. Rava says: If the carcass of a creeping animal is found in 
the folds [bekometo]* of one’s body, e.g., the armpit, he is ritually 
pure. If the flesh of an animal carcass is found in the folds of one’s 
body, he is impure. 


Rava elaborates: If the carcass of a creeping animal is found in 
the folds of one’s body he is ritually pure, as it is through contact 
that a creeping animal imparts impurity, and a concealed part 
of the body is not susceptible to impurity through contact. By 
contrast, if the flesh of an animal carcass is found in the folds of 
one’s body he is impure, as although it does not impart impurity 
through contact, since it is in a concealed part of the body, it at least 
imparts impurity by carrying, and he is considered to be carrying 
the animal carcass. 


Rava further said: If there was the carcass of a creeping animal in 
the folds of one’s body, and he brought the creeping animal that 
was in the fold into the airspace ofa large earthenware vessel, such 
as an oven, the oven is thereby rendered impure," as is the halakha 
when a creeping animal is placed in its airspace. The Gemara asks: 
Isn't this obvious? The Gemara answers: Lest you say that as the 
Merciful One states with regard to the impurity of creeping ani- 
mals: “And any earthenware vessel into whose interior any of them 
fall, whatever is in it shall be impure, and it you shall break” (Leviti- 
cus 11:33), this teaches that impurity applies only if the creeping 
animal fell inside the vessel itself, 


HALAKHA 


If there was the carcass of a creeping animal in the folds of body, and he brought it into the airspace of an oven, the oven is 


one’s body and he brought it into the airspace of an oven it is 


rendered ritually impure, despite the fact that the impure item 


impure — sab NANT DKY iam ivnipa yW: If one had a lentil- is inside a fold. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 


bulk of the carcass of a creeping animal in one of the folds of his 


Rava (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 14:5). 
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and notifit wasin the interior ofits interior, i.e., contained within 
something else, such as a fold, which is inside the vessel, therefore 
Rava teaches us that a fold in one’s body is not considered like the 
interior of the interior of a vessel. Rather, this definition applies 
only when the carcass of the creeping animal was actually inside 
another vessel whose opening was outside the oven. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the folds in the body with 
regard to ritual impurity. Reish Lakish says: If there was a pole or 
a stick placed in the folds of an individual impure with the impurity 
of a zav," and he moved a ritually pure person with it, that indi- 
vidual is pure, despite the fact that a zav imparts impurity by mov- 
ing an item. If the pole was placed in the folds of one who is pure, 
and he moved the zav with it," the pure individual is thereby 
rendered impure, as is the halakha of one who carries a zav. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason that if a zav moved 
another with a pole in his own folds he does not render the other 
person impure? As the verse states: “And whoever a zav touches, 
without having rinsed his hands in water," he shall wash his 
clothes, and bathe himself in water” (Leviticus 15:11). This is refer- 
ring to the impurity imparted by the movement of a zav, as we 
have not found an impurity similar to it in the entire Torah. Only 
a zav imparts impurity to items by moving them. 


And the Merciful One expresses this impurity imparted by move- 
ment using the language of touch, in order to say that the moving 
and touch ofa zav are like his hands: Just as there, with regard to 
the impurity imparted by contact with the hands, it occurs external 
to the body, so too here, impurity by means of movement applies 
only to moving an item with the external portions of the body of 
the zav. 


§ The mishna teaches that a woman becomes ritually impure with 
the flow of blood from the uterus into the vagina, even if it did not 
leave the woman's body. But the zav and one who experiences a 
seminal emission do not become ritually impure until their emis- 
sion of impurity emerges outside the body. The Gemara explains: 
This is the halakha with regard to a zav, as it is written: “When 
any man has an issue out of his flesh” (Leviticus 15:2). The verse 
teaches that a zav is not impure until his issue emerges out of his 
flesh. With regard to one who experiences a seminal emission, 
the reason is that it is written: “And if the flow of seed goes out 
from a man” (Leviticus 15:16)," which indicates that the flow must 
exit his body. 


§ The mishna further states that if a priest was partaking of teruma 
and sensed a quaking in his limbs, indicating that a seminal emis- 
sion was imminent, he should firmly hold his penis to prevent the 
emission from leaving his body, and swallow the teruma while ritu- 
ally pure. The Gemara asks: May one hold his penis? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: Anyone who holds 
his penis and urinates is considered as though he is bringing a 
deluge to the world, as masturbation was one of the sins that led 
to the flood? 


A pole in the folds of a zav, etc. — 131 at bw Spnipa map: Ifa 
zav had a pole placed in the folds of his body and he moved a 
ritually pure individual or vessel with it, they remain ritually pure. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 8:5). 


The pole was in the folds of one who is pure and he moved 
the zav with it- ata ny ta wpm inv Sw iwnipa mp: Ifa ritually 


HALAKHA 


pure individual had a pole placed in the folds of his body and he 
moved a zav with it, he is rendered impure. The reason is that the 
impurity caused by moving an impure individual or item is similar 
to carrying it, and just as carrying impurity in a concealed part of 
the body imparts impurity, the same applies to movement by a 
concealed part of the body. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 8:5). 


NOTES 


If the pole was in the folds of one who is pure and 
he moved the zav with it, etc. - 1in9 bw jpnipa map 
"131 S171 Mx ia won: Rashi explains that the individual is 
impure because he carried a zav. A zav imparts impurity 
by being carried, as it is stated: “And whoever touches 
anything that was under him shall be impure until the 
evening; and he that bears those things shall wash his 
clothes, and bathe himself in water, and be impure until 
the evening” (Leviticus 15:10). If one becomes impure by 
carrying that which was under a zav, this applies a fortiori 
with regard to carrying the zav himself. 


And whoever a zav touches without having rinsed his 
hands in water, etc. - gpw Nb wm att ta yy wr Y) 
^3 023: The halakha that a zav imparts impurity by 
moving an item is derived from the first part of this verse: 
“And whoever he that has the issue touch.’ This section of 
he verse is superfluous, as it is already stated earlier in 
he chapter: “And he who touches the flesh of him who 
has the issue shall wash his clothes, and bathe himself 
in water, and be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 
15:7). Therefore, the verse is expounded as referring not 
o touch but to the impurity of movement. 


And if the flow of seed goes out from a man — 93 Wx) 
yu nW aan xn: The Gemara does not explain how 
his halakha, that one who experiences a seminal emis- 
sion becomes impure only after his emission emerges 
outside his body, is derived from the verse. On 22a it is 
stated that the halakha is learned from the word “from.” 
Some claim that the derivation is based on the term 
“goes out,’ which indicates that the flow has entirely left 
its previous place (Malbim). 
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Abaye said, in resolution of this difficulty, that the mishna is referring 
to one who holds his penis with a coarse cloth. Rava said: You may 
even say that the mishna is referring to a priest who holds his penis 
with a soft cloth, and the reason it is permitted is that once the semen 
has already been uprooted from his body, it is uprooted, and his 
subsequent holding of the penis, even with a soft cloth, does not 
increase the flow of semen. And Abaye prohibits the use of a soft cloth, 
as he is concerned that perhaps one might come to increase the 
emission of semen, due to the contact of this cloth. But Rava is not 
concerned that one might come to increase the emission. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the opinion of Rava. Isn’t 
it taught in a baraita: To what is this holding of a penis comparable? 
It is comparable to one who places a finger in his eye, in that as long 
as the finger is in the eye, the eye will tear and continue to tear. Here 
too, the priest’s action will lead to an increased emission of semen. 


The Gemara answers that Rava would maintain that if the priest’s 

limbs were not quaking and the semen was coming out in drops, there 

is indeed a concern that holding the penis might increase the emission. 
But when he feels his limbs quaking, this concern does not apply. The 

reason is that any such event, i.e., a heating of the body that leads to 

a seminal emission and which is then followed by another heating of 
that kind at the time when the semen has been uprooted, is uncom- 
mon. Consequently, in this case the priest may hold his penis even 

with a soft cloth. 


Shmuel says: Any emission of semen that is not felt by one’s entire 
body" does not render him impure. What is the reason? The Merci- 
ful One states: “The flow of seed” (Leviticus 15:16), which indicates 
that it is referring to an emission that is fit to fertilize, i.e., it is referring 
only to the kind of emission which is felt as it exits the body. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Mikvaot 8:3): If one 
was having sexual thoughts at night and he arose and found that his 
flesh was warm, he is ritually impure, despite the fact that he did not 
sense the emission of semen. This shows that the impurity of a seminal 
emission applies even if one did not feel it in his entire body. The 
Gemara answers: Rav Huna interpreted this mishna as referring to 
one who engaged in intercourse in his dream." Since it is impossible 
to engage in intercourse without the accompanying sensation, he 
certainly must have felt it, despite the fact that he was unaware of this 
when he awoke. 


The Gemara cites another version of the above statement. Shmuel 
says: Any semen that is not shot like an arrow does not render 
one impure. The Gemara asks: What practical difference is there 
between this version of Shmuel’s ruling and that version of Shmuel’s 
ruling? The Gemara answers that the difference between them is a 
case where the semen was uprooted accompanied by a sensation, but 
it emerged without a sensation." According to the first version the 
man is rendered impure, as he sensed the uprooting of the semen, 
whereas according to the second version he is not impure, as this is 
not considered semen shot like an arrow. 


HALAKHA 


Any emission of semen that is not felt by one’s entire body -5 
aawa tors a pew yt maw: Any emission of semen thatis not 
felt by one’s entire body does not cause ritual impurity. Therefore, 
if one emitted semen without an erection and without any lustful 
thoughts, he does not have the impurity of one who experienced 
a seminal emission. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel, following the first and second versions of his statement 
(Rambam). The Ra'avad maintains that the halakha follows the last 
version of Shmuel’s ruling, and he is impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 5:4 and Kesef Mishne there). 


One who engaged in intercourse in his dream — inva wawna 
inibna: If one was thinking impure thoughts at night and he saw 
himself engaging in intercourse in a dream, and upon awakening 
he found that his penis was warm, even if he did not find any 


semen he is impure. The reason is that as he dreamed of engaging 
in intercourse he must certainly have experienced an emission 
accompanied by a sensation, which is why his penis was warm. As 
or why he did not find any semen, that is because he emitted only 
a small amount which was rubbed away on his skin or clothing. 


This halakha is in accordance with the baraita as explained by Rav 


Huna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 5:5). 


Was uprooted accompanied by a sensation but it emerged 
without a sensation - AWITA xbw TRYN TWITA TIPYN: 
f semen was uprooted from a man accompanied by a sensation, 
he is impure, even if there was no sensation when it emerged. 


This halakha is in accordance with the second version of the 


opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
Halumot 5:4). 
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The Gemara notes that this matter, which is obvious to Shmuel, 
is raised as a dilemma by Rava. As Rava raises a dilemma: If 
semen was uprooted accompanied by a sensation butit emerged 
without a sensation, what is the halakha? Is the man ritually 
impure or not? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a mishna 

(Mikvaot 8:3): With regard to one who experienced a seminal 

emission, and who subsequently immersed but did not urinate 

before doing so," when he later urinates he is rendered impure, 
as some semen will also be emitted. The reason that he is rendered 

impure by this emission, which he does not sense, must be because 

the uprooting of the semen was accompanied by a sensation. 
The Gemara refutes this proof: There it is different, as the major- 
ity of the semen emerged accompanied by a sensation, and there- 
fore he is rendered impure by this small amount even without a 

sensation. 


Some say another version of the previous discussion. Shmuel 
says: Any semen that is not shot like an arrow cannot fertilize, 
i.e., impregnate a woman. The Gemara infers: It cannot fertilize, 
but it does render the man who emits it ritually impure, as it is 
stated: “If there be among you any man who is not ritually pure 
by reason of that which happened to him by night” (Deuteron- 
omy 23:11). This teaches that even mere semen which cannot 
fertilize renders one impure. 


Rava raises a similar dilemma: With regard to a gentile who had 
sexual thoughts, on account of which semen was uprooted but 
not emitted from his body, and he subsequently descended and 
immersed" for the purpose of conversion, which means that he is 
now Jewish, and he then emitted semen, what is the halakha with 
regard to his status of ritual purity? 


The Gemara explains the dilemma: Even if you say that we follow 
the moment of uprooting, at which point he was still a gentile, 
one can maintain that this statement applies only when it entails 
a stringency, as is the case with regard to a born Jew. But here, 
where this would lead to a leniency, as the gentile would be ritu- 
ally pure, perhaps we do not say that one follows the moment of 
uprooting. Or perhaps there is no difference in the application 
of this principle between a born Jew and a convert, but rather, one 
always follows the moment of uprooting. The Gemara concludes 
that the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rava raises a further dilemma: With regard to a woman who 
experienced a discharge of uterine blood after her menstrual 
period [zava], whose urine, which imparts impurity like all 
liquids that she discharges vaginally, was uprooted but not emit- 
ted from her body, and she descended to the ritual bath and 
immersed to purify herself from her ziva, and urinated afterward, 
what is the halakha? 


The Gemara explains the sides of the dilemma: Even if you say 
that generally we follow the moment of uprooting, and therefore 
she should be impure, since the urine was uprooted when she was 
a zava, nevertheless one can claim that this statement applies only 
with regard to semen, as the man cannot hold it back from emis- 
sion. But with regard to the urine of a zava, which she can hold 
in, one does not follow the moment of uprooting. Or perhaps 
there is no difference in the application of this principle between 
urine and semen, but rather, in both cases one follows the moment 
of uprooting. Here too, the Gemara concludes that the dilemma 
shall stand unresolved. 


Rava raises yet another dilemma: With regard to a gentile zava, 
who is not impure by Torah law, although by rabbinic law she is 
considered a zava in all regards, whose urine was uprooted when 
she was a gentile, 


HALAKHA 


One who experienced a seminal emission who 
immersed but did not urinate before doing so - bya 
on bya xy bapy 1p: If one who experienced a seminal 
emission immersed for his ritual purification but did not 
urinate beforehand, when he later urinates he is rendered 
impure by the drops of semen which invariably accompany 
this urination. This applies only to a sick or elderly individual, 
but with regard to a young, healthy man, even if he urinates 
only after immersion he remains pure, as his semen is shot 
like an arrow and all of it is emitted from his body (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 5:7). 


A gentile who had sexual thoughts and he subsequently 
descended and immersed - bay TMII a: Ifa gen- 
tile sensed that semen had been’ uprooted from his body 
and he then converted and immersed, after which he felt 
the emission of semen, he is uncertainly impure, as this 
dilemma is left unresolved by the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 5:18). 
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HALAKHA 


And she descended and immersed — aba TTN: In the 
case of gentile zava whose urine was uprooted, and who 
subsequently converted, immersed, and then urinated, it 
is uncertain whether we follow the moment of uprooting, 
and therefore she is impure, or if we follow the moment of 
emission, which would mean that her urine is like that of 
a ritually pure Jew (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 2:9). 


A zav must experience a discharge substantial enough to 
cause a blockage of the tip of the penis — 5 manna PA% at 
mass: There is no minimum measure of discharge necessary 
to cause impurity as a zav, but rather, one who sees even a 
minute amount becomes ritually impure. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the tanna of the mishna, not 
Rabbi Yishmael (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 2:9). 


A discharge which is moist imparts impurity but a dry 
discharge does not impart impurity — KAVY ix) KAVI mb 
wa»: The issue, saliva, and semen of a zav impart impurity only 
when they are moist, not when they are overly dry. This ruling 
is unanimous, as the Rabbis and Rabbi Yishmael disagree 
only with regard to the source of the halakha (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:1). 


The verse teaches with regard to a zav who experienced 

three emissions that he is obligated to bring an offering - 
iapa anw nine wow bya ar dy st: A zav who experi- 
enced three emissions must bring an offering. This halakha is 

learned by a tradition transmitted to Moses at Sinai (Rambam 

Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:6). 
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and she descended to the ritual bath and immersed" for the sake 
of conversion, what is the halakha? 


Once again, the Gemara explains the dilemma: If you say that we 
follow the moment of uprooting even though she can hold in the 
urine, nevertheless one can claim that this statement applies spe- 
cifically to a Jewish woman, who is impure by Torah law. But with 
regard to a gentile zava, who is impure by rabbinic law, it is pos- 
sible that one does not follow the moment of uprooting. Or per- 
haps there is no difference in the application of this principle 
between the case of a Jewish woman and a gentile woman, as in 
both cases one follows the moment of uprooting. The Gemara 
again concludes that the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches that the emission of a zav and a seminal 
emission impart impurity in any amount. Shmuel says: In order 
for a zav to become ritually impure, he must experience a discharge 
substantial enough to cause a blockage of the tip of the penis," as 
it is stated: “And this shall be his impurity in his issue: Whether 
his flesh run with his issue, or his flesh be stopped from his issue, 
it is his impurity” (Leviticus 15:3). 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in the mishna that the 
emission of a zav and a seminal emission impart impurity in 
any amount? The Gemara answers that Shmuel said his ruling in 
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Natan, as it is taught in 
a baraita that Rabbi Natan says in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: 
In order for a zav to become ritually impure, he must experience 
a discharge substantial enough to cause a blockage of the tip of 
the penis, but the Rabbis did not concede to his opinion, as they 
maintain that any amount is sufficient. The tanna of the mishna 
agrees with the opinion of the Rabbis, whereas Shmuel agrees with 
the statement of Rabbi Natan in the name of Rabbi Yishmael. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael, i.e., what is the source in the Torah for his ruling? The 
Gemara answers: His source is, as mentioned above, that the verse 
states: “And this shall be his impurity in his issue: Whether his flesh 
run with his issue, or his flesh be stopped from his issue, it is his 
impurity” (Leviticus 15:3). This verse indicates that the emission 
must be enough to cause a blockage of his penis. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yish- 
mael, what do they derive from this verse? The Gemara explains 
that according to the Rabbis, that verse is necessary to teach a 
different halakha with regard to a zav, that it is only a discharge 
which is moist, and which therefore could cause a blockage of the 
organ, that imparts impurity, but a dry discharge does not impart 
impurity." 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Yishmael derive 
that only a moist discharge imparts impurity? The Gemara answers: 
That halakha is derived from the word “run” in the verse “And 
this shall be his impurity in his issue: Whether his flesh run with 
his issue.” 


The Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis derive from this word? 
The Gemara explains that according to the Rabbis, that verse 
comes to teach the number of emissions by which a zav is rendered 
impure, as follows: The term “his issue” is one emission, the term 

“his flesh run” is another emission so that there are two emissions, 
and the term “with his issue” makes a total of three emissions. The 
verse thereby teaches with regard to a zav who experienced three 
emissions that he is obligated to bring an offering" as part of his 
purification process. 
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The Gemara continues: From the last section of the verse: “Or 
his flesh be stopped from his issue, it is his impurity,’ it is derived 
that one is impure even by means of part of his issue, i.e., even if 
he did not experience three emissions. Here the verse teaches with 
regard to a zav who experienced two emissions that although he 
is not obligated to bring an offering, he renders a surface designated 
for lying and a surface designated for sitting ritually impure by 
lying or sitting on them, even without touching them directly. The 
Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yishmael, from where does he derive 
this halakha of the requisite number of emissions? The Gemara 
answers that he derives it from that which Rabbi Simai said. 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Simai says: The verse enu- 
merated two emissions and called the zav impure: “When any 
man has an emission out of his flesh, due to his issue he is impure” 
(Leviticus 15:2). And yet, another verse enumerates three emissions 

and it too called him impure: “And this shall be his impurity in his 

emission: Whether his flesh runs with his emission, or his flesh be 

stopped from his emission, it is his impurity” (Leviticus 15:3). How 
can these verses be reconciled? If one is impure after two emissions, 
for what purpose does the Torah mention three? It is to teach that 

two emissions are necessary to establish impurity," and three are 

necessary to render a zav liable to bring an offering. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who derives both the 
halakha of impurity and the obligation to bring an offering from 
the single verse: “And this shall be his impurity in his issue,’ what 
do they, i.e., the Rabbis, do with the other verse: “When any man 
has an emission out of his flesh”? The Gemara answers that this 
verse is necessary to teach the halakha that a zav is not impure 
unless the discharge emerges from his flesh. 


The Gemara further asks: Why do I need the last part of the previ- 
ous verse, which can be read as: His issue is impure (Leviticus 
15:2)?" The Gemara explains that this teaches with regard to the 
issue itself that it is impure, i.e., not only does it render the man 
who emitted it impure, but the substance itself is impure and 
imparts impurity to others by contact. 


§ With regard to the statement of the mishna that the issue of the 
zav and a seminal emission render them impure in any amount, Rav 
Hanilai says in the name of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon: 
Semen imparts impurity to the man who emits it in any amount," 
whereas with regard to one who touches semen, it imparts impu- 
rity only in the amount of a lentil-bulk. The Gemara asks: But 
didn’t we learn in the mishna that the emission of a zav and a semi- 
nal emission impart impurity in any amount? What, is it not 
referring to one who touches semen? The Gemara answers: No, the 
mishna is referring to the man who emits it. 


HALAKHA 


Two emissions to establish impurity - mew omg: One 
who experiences two emissions of ziva is a zav and must count 
seven days clean of emissions and immerse in spring water 
to become ritually pure. Nevertheless, he is not obligated to 
bring an offering. This halakha is also learned by tradition, as 
transmitted to Moses at Sinai (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 2:6). 


His issue is impure — X10 ijt: The issue of a zav, like the zav 
himself, is a primary source of ritual impurity and imparts impu- 
rity by touch and carrying in any amount. This halakha does not 
apply equally to all emissions of a zav. His first emission imparts 
impurity by touch alone, whereas his second emission imparts 
impurity by touch and carrying (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:12). 


Semen imparts impurity to the man who emits it in any 
amount, etc. —1314171W23 nyit Yx nI: Semen is a primary 
source of ritual impurity, and it imparts impurity to people 
and vessels by touch and to earthenware vessels when it is in 
their airspace. It does not impart impurity by carrying, nor does 
one who contracted impurity from semen render his garments 
impure while he is in contact with it. There is no difference in 
this regard between one who touches semen and one who 
experiences an emission of semen, as both have first-degree 
ritual impurity by Torah law. Nevertheless, there is a difference 
between them with regard to the amount by which they are 
rendered impure, as one who touches semen becomes impure 
only if it is at least a lentil-bulk, whereas one who experiences 
a seminal emission is rendered impure by any amount. This 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hanilai, citing 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 5:1). 
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NOTES 


So too the impurity discussed in the baraita with regard 
to semen is imparted by contact — 7323 yN NASW JN: 
It is for this reason that the early authorities write that 
one should be careful that there should be no semen on 
his body or his clothes (Sefer Hasidim, 509). Some later 
commentaries add that semen on one's skin is considered 
like excrement with regard to the prohibition of reciting 
Shema in its presence (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 76:4, 
in the comment of Rema). If the semen is only on his 
garments and it is covered, it is permitted to recite Shema 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 76:4 and Magen Avraham 
there). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: There 
is an element of stringency which applies to the impurity of semen 
that does not apply to the impurity of the carcass of a creeping 
animal, and likewise there is an element of stringency which 
applies to the impurity of the carcass of a creeping animal that 
does not apply to the impurity of semen. The baraita elaborates: 
The stringency which applies to the carcass of a creeping animal 
but not to semen is that with regard to the carcass of a creeping 
animal there is no differentiation in its impurity, which is not the 
case with regard to semen, as certain types of semen impart impu- 
rity while others do not. The stringency which applies to semen 
but not to the carcass of a creeping animal is that semen imparts 
impurity in any amount, which is not the case with regard to the 
carcass of a creeping animal, which must be at least a lentil-bulk. 


The Gemara analyzes this baraita: What, is it not referring to one 
who touches semen, and the baraita rules that he is rendered 
impure by any amount? The Gemara again answers: No, the baraita 
is speaking of the man who emits semen, whereas one who touches 
it becomes impure only if it is at least as large as a lentil-bulk. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this answer: But the 
baraita teaches the case of semen as similar to that of the carcass 
of a creeping animal, which indicates that just as the impurity of 
the carcass of a creeping animal is imparted by contact, so too, the 
impurity discussed in the baraita with regard to semen is imparted 
by contact.’ Rav Adda bar Ahava said in response: The baraita 
teaches the category of the carcass of a creeping animal, and it 
likewise teaches the category of semen, i.e., it is referring to these 
types of impurity in general, but this does not mean that these types 
of impurity are contracted in the same manner. 


The Gemara asks: And does the carcass of a creeping animal not 
impart impurity in any amount? But didn’t we learn in a mishna 
(Oholot 1:7): The limbs of impure bodies that are whole have no 
minimum measure with regard to imparting ritual impurity. Even 
ifa limb is less than an olive-bulk of a human corpse," or less than 
an olive-bulk of an animal carcass," or less than a lentil-bulk of 
the carcass of a creeping animal," it imparts ritual impurity. If so, 
how can the baraita state that there is a minimum measure of a 
lentil-bulk with regard to the impurity of a creeping animal? 


The Gemara answers that the halakha of a limb is different, as when 
all of it is intact it stands in place of a lentil-bulk, i.e., a whole limb 
is considered like a lentil-bulk of the carcass of a creeping animal, 
regardless of its actual size. The proof is that if it were lacking any 
slight bit, thereby causing this limb of a creeping animal to be less 
than a lentil-bulk, would it impart impurity? Certainly not. Clearly, 
then, the impurity of a limb is due to its wholeness, not its size. 


HALAKHA 


Less than an olive-bulk of a corpse — nan Wa naa nina: 
A limb cut from a living person is considered like a whole corpse, 
and it imparts impurity by touch, carrying, and through the 
impurity of a tent. This applies even to a small limb of a one- 
day-old baby, as there is no minimum measure with regard to 
the impurity of limbs. This is the halakha only if the limb is whole, 
including the flesh, sinews, and bones. If any amount was lack- 
ing from the bone of the limb, the entire limb is pure. In a case 
where some of the flesh is lacking, if there is enough flesh left on 
the limb to heal it were it attached to a living person, it imparts 
impurity by touch, carrying, and through the impurity of a tent. 
If there is not enough flesh for healing, it imparts impurity by 
touch and carrying, but not through the impurity of a tent. The 
halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the mishna in Oholot 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:3). 


Less than an olive-bulk of an animal carcass - m3 ning 
mba wa: With regard to ritual impurity, the limbs of an animal, 
whether kosher or non-kosher, have no minimum measure. Even 
if the limb is only the size of a barley seed, or even less than that, 
it renders one ritually impure, whether it came from a living 
animal or from a fetus inside it. This is the halakha only when 
the limb is whole, with its bones and sinews and enough flesh 
for the limb to heal. If there is not enough flesh for healing, the 
person who came in contact with it remains pure. This halakha is 
in accordance with the mishna in Oholot (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 2:3). 


Less than a lentil-bulk of a creeping animal — ja nwtyan nina 
YW: Although the flesh of a creeping animal imparts impurity 
only in the amount of a lentil-bulk, there is no minimum measure 
for its limbs when they are whole. This halakha is in accordance 
with the mishna in Oholot (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar 
Avot HaTumot 4:2-3). 
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The baraita teaches: The stringency that applies to the carcass of a 
creeping animal but not to semen is that with regard to a creeping 
animal there is no differentiation concerning its impurity, which is not 
the case with regard to semen. The Gemara asks: What is the differ- 
entiation with regard to the impurity of semen? If we say that this is 
referring to the difference between the semen of Jews, to which this 
impurity applies, and the semen of gentiles," to which it does not 
apply, there is also a differentiation with regard to the impurity of the 
carcass of a creeping animal between a sea mouse," which is not 
impure, and a land mouse,’ which is impure. 


Rather, the baraita is referring to the differentiation between the 
emission of a minor, which is not classified as semen and which does 
not render him impure, and that of an adult," which does render him 
impure. By contrast, there is no such differentiation with regard to the 
impurity of the carcass of a creeping animal, as it imparts impurity 
regardless of its age and size. 


§ Rav Pappa said: The amount of semen which imparts impurity to 
one who touches it is subject to a dispute between tanna’im, as it is 
stated in a baraita: From where is it derived that the Torah includes 
one who touches semen, in addition to one who emits semen, as 
impure? The verse states with regard to the impurity of the carcass 
of a creeping animal: “Or whoever touches any creeping animal, 
whereby he may become impure” (Leviticus 22:5). It is inferred from 
the inclusive phrase “or whoever” that one who touches semen is also 
impure. 


And in general, tanna’im disagree with regard to the possibility of 
deriving a halakha in this manner. As some say with regard to a hala- 
kha that is inferred from another halakha: Infer from it, and derive 
the details of the halakha from it as well. And some say with regard 
to such a halakha: Infer from it, but interpret the halakha according 
to its own place, i.e., not all aspects of the source case are applied to 


this halakha. 


The Gemara explains how this general dispute applies to the case at 
hand. According to the one who says that one infers from it and 
again from it, the derivation is as follows: Just as the carcass of a 
creeping animal imparts impurity by contact, so too, semen imparts 
impurity by contact. And one again infers from the impurity of the 
carcass of a creeping animal that just as the carcass of a creeping 
animal imparts impurity in the amount ofa lentil-bulk, so too, semen 
imparts impurity in the amount of a lentil-bulk. 


And according to the one who says: Infer from it, but interpret the 
halakha according to its own place, one derives as follows: Just as 
the carcass of a creeping animal imparts impurity by contact, so 
too, semen imparts impurity by contact. But one must interpret the 
halakha according to its own place: Just as semen imparts impurity 
to the one who emits it in any amount, so too, it imparts impurity to 
the one who touches it in any amount. 


Sea mouse — 0! 333%: This creature does not impart impurity, 
as a baraita teaches that the verse: “And these are they which are 
impure to you among the creeping animals that creep on the 
earth” (Leviticus 11:29), indicates that this impurity applies only to 


NOTES 
the carcasses of creeping animals that traverse the earth, not those 
of the sea (Rashi; see Hullin 126b). This follows Rashi's opinion that 
a mouse of the sea is a fish which looks like a mouse. All creatures 
of the sea are ritually pure (see Kelim 17:13). 


HALAKHA 
Between Jews and that of gentiles — Sew pa 
miagh: The semen of a gentile is ritually pure (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 5:17 and 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:10). 


Sea mouse - 0! 333%: Vessels fashioned from the 
bones or skin of sea creatures are ritually pure (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:3). 


Between the emission of a minor and that of an 
adult - bind jp pa: The semen of a minor does 
not impart impurity until he is nine years and one 
day old (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 5:2). 


= BACKGROUND © 

Sea mouse and land mouse - 7wa» 3339) D? 3393Y: 
Some maintain that a sea mouse is a type of snail 
which lives near water (see Sanhedrin 91a), whereas 
others claim that it is a sea creature which bears a 
resemblance to a land mouse. This latter suggestion 
may refer to what is now known as the sea mouse, 
Aphrodita aculeate, which is a type of marine worm 
covered in hair-like structures that can be found in 
the Mediterranean. 

As for the term land mouse, this refers to the house 
mouse, Mus musculus, a small rodent that grows up 
to 8 cm. It is gray in color and has a white underbelly. 
This mouse feeds on various remnants it finds around 
the house, particularly bread crumbs. 


Freshwater snails 


Sea mouse 
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BACKGROUND 


Teruma - maim: Whenever the term teruma appears 
without qualification, it refers to teruma gedola, the great 
teruma. The Torah commands that teruma must be sepa- 
rated from grain, wine, and oil and must be given to the 
priest (see Deuteronomy 18:4 and Numbers 18:12). The 
Sages extended the scope of this mitzva to include all 
produce. This mitzva applies only in Eretz Yisrael. Teruma 
is sacred and may be consumed only by a priest and his 
household while they are in a state of ritual purity (see 
Leviticus 22:9-15). 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: From where do 
you infer that the tanna of the baraita derives the impurity of one 
who touches semen from the phrase “or whoever” that is stated 
with regard to the impurity of the carcass of a creeping animal? 
Perhaps he derives it from the previous verse: “Or from whoever 
the flow of seed goes out” (Leviticus 22:4), and everyone agrees 
that when a halakha is derived from a verse dealing with the same 
matter, one should infer from it and derive the details of the hala- 
kha from it as well. If so, the amount of semen that imparts impurity 
by contact should be derived from the amount that renders the one 
who emitted it impure, which is any amount. 


The Gemara relates that the Sages asked the tanna’im, i.e., those 
who recite mishnayot and baraitot, whether the derivation of the 
baraita is from the verse dealing with the carcass of a creeping ani- 
mal or from the one dealing with semen. They discovered that there 
are those who teach this halakha in accordance with the assump- 
tion of Rav Pappa, that it is derived from a creeping animal, and 
there are those who teach this halakha in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, that the source is the verse 
referring to semen. 


MI S HNA“ baby girl, even one who is one day old, 


who experiences an emission of blood, 
becomes impure with the impurity of a menstruating woman." 
A baby girl who is ten days old who experiences an emission of 
blood for three consecutive days after the conclusion of the seven 
days fit for menstruation becomes impure with the impurity of 
ziva, and is therefore obligated to observe seven clean days before 
immersion. 


A baby boy, even one who is one day old, becomes impure with 
the impurity of ziva;" and becomes impure with the impurity of 
leprous marks;" and becomes impure with impurity imparted by 
a corpse;" and he creates a levirate bond requiring the widow 
of his childless brother to enter into levirate marriage with him;" 
and he exempts his widowed mother from the obligation of levi- 
rate marriage," freeing her to marry anyone she chooses; and he 
enables his mother, an Israelite woman who is no longer married 
to his father, a priest, to continue to partake of teruma;® and he 
disqualifies his mother, the daughter of a priest who is no longer 
married to his father, an Israelite man, from continuing to partake 
of teruma, because the child is unfit to partake of teruma; 


HALAKHA 


A baby girl even one day old becomes impure with the impu- 
rity of a menstruating woman - 77322 ANAL INN OF Na npin: 
A female can become impure and impart the impurity of men- 
struation even on the day of her birth. This is a halakha learned 

by tradition, that there is no difference between a minor and an 

adult woman with regard to the impurities of menstruation and 

ziva (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:3 
and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:1). 


A baby boy one day old becomes impure with the impurity of 
ziva — 73 KAVA IN DW {a Pian: A one-day-old baby boy can 
become impure with the impurity of ziva (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:4). 


And becomes impure with the impurity of leprous marks — 
D9332 KAW: A one-day- old baby boy can become impure with 

the impurity of leprous marks (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara‘at 9:1). 


And becomes impure with impurity imparted by a corpse — 
TA KAVI av: A minor Jew, even one who is one day old, can 
become ritually impure with all forms of impurity, including 
the impurity imparted by a corpse, like an adult. Therefore, if 
he touched, carried, or formed a tent over the dead, he has the 
impurity of one who came into contact with the dead. This is the 
halakha only if the baby was born after nine months of preg- 
nancy, but if he was born after eight months he is considered like 


a stone and is not susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:14). 


And he creates a levirate bond requiring the widow of 
his childless brother to enter into levirate marriage with 
him - Dah ppin: If a deceased, childless husband had a pater- 
nal brother, even a one-day-old baby, he creates a levirate bond 
requiring the widow to enter into levirate marriage with him, 
provided that his head and most of his body emerged into the 
world before the husband's death (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Yibbum VaHalitza 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 157:1). 


And he exempts his widowed mother from the obligation of 
levirate marriage — 01397 p2 WiDr: In a case where a husband 
died childless and was survived by a pregnant wife, if she gave 
birth to a living child, she is exempt from the obligation of halitza 
and levirate marriage, even if the child subsequently died. By 
rabbinic law this child renders the mother exempt only if it is 
established for certain that it was born after a full nine months 
of pregnancy. The Rema writes that according to some opinions, 
in the present time, even if the mother entered into the first day 
of her ninth month, not including the day on which she became 
pregnant, the child is considered viable and she is exempt, as the 
nature of pregnancies has changed from the time of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 1:5; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 156:4). 
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“When any man has an issue out of his flesh, his issue is impure” 


and he inherits’ the estate of his mother if she died on the day of 
his birth; and if he dies, he bequeaths" that inheritance to his pater- 
nal brothers; and one who kills him is liable for his murder," as it 
is written: “And he that smites any man mortally shall be put to 
death” (Leviticus 24:17), i.e., any man, including a child who is one 
day old; and if he dies, his status in relation to his father and to his 
mother and to all his relatives, in terms of the halakhot of mourn- 
ing, is like that of a full-fledged groom [kehatan shalem],! whose 
death is deeply mourned. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: From where is this mat- 


ter, that the halakhot of menstruation apply 
even to a one-day-old baby girl, derived? As the Sages taught in a 
baraita: The verse states: “And if a woman has an issue, and her issue 
in her flesh is blood, she shall be in her impurity seven days” (Leviti- 
cus 15:19). When the verse states “a woman,” I have derived only 
that the halakhot of menstruation apply to an adult woman. From 
where do I derive that the impurity ofa menstruating woman also 
applies to a one-day-old baby? The verse states: “And a woman,’ 
to include even a baby girl. 


The mishna further teaches that a baby girl who is ten days old who 
experiences an emission of blood for three consecutive days after 
the conclusion of the seven days fit for menstruation, becomes 
impure with the impurity of ziva. Again, the Gemara asks: From 
where are these matters derived? As the Sages taught in a baraita: 
The verse states: “And if a woman has an issue of her blood many 
days not in the time of her menstruation ... she shall be as in the days 
of her menstruation: She is impure” (Leviticus 15:25). When the 
verse states “a woman,’ I have derived only that the halakhot of a 
zava apply to an adult woman. From where do I derive that the 
impurity of ziva also applies to a ten-day-old baby? The verse 
states: “And a woman,’ to include even a baby girl. 


The mishna further teaches that a baby boy, even one who is one 
day old, can become impure with the impurity of ziva. Once again, 
the Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? As the 
Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to a zav: 
(Leviticus 15:2). It would have been enough for the verse to state “a 
man.” Why must the verse state “any man’? It is in order to include 
even a one-day-old baby boy who has such a discharge, to teach 
that he becomes impure with the impurity of ziva. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says that 
this derivation is not necessary, as the verse states: “And of those 
who have an issue, whether it be a male or a female” (Leviticus 
15:33). The phrase “whether it be a male” includes anyone who is 
a male, whether he is an adult or whether he is a minor; “or a 
female” includes anyone who is a female, whether she is an adult 
or whether she is a minor. If so, why must the earlier verse state 
“any man”? The Torah spoke in the language of people, i.e., this 
emphasis is not unusual and therefore one should not derive a 
halakha from the superfluous word. 


Inheritance - mon: This is referring to the right of a relative to 
inherit the property of his deceased kin. The basic halakhot of 
inheritance are stated in the Torah (see Numbers 27:8-11). The 
main provisions are that a father's property is inherited by his sons, 
with the firstborn son receiving a double share. If the deceased 
had no sons, or if his sons died and left no heirs, his daughters 


BACKGROUND 


receive the inheritance. If he has no offspring at all, the inheritance 
passes to his father, and then to his father’s heirs. The process 
continues generation by generation, moving back through the 
paternal family. With regard to this matter the Sages established 
the principle that in matters of inheritance a father takes prece- 
dence over all his offspring. 


HALAKHA 


And he inherits and he bequeaths - Soman bmn: 
lf a mother predeceased her son, even if he was a 
one-day-old baby he inherits from her, and his heirs 
from his father's family inherit from him. The Rema 
writes that if she died while pregnant the fetus does 
not inherit from her to bequeath to his heirs from his 
father’s family, because the assumption is that the fetus 
died before the mother, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Sheshet later on in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Mishpatim, Hilkhot Nahalot 1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 276:5). 


And one who kills him is liable for his murder — iiinn 
an: One who kills a one-day-old baby, whether male 
or female, is like one who killed an adult, and he is liable 
to be put to death if he did so intentionally, or to exile if 
he acted unwittingly. This applies only to a baby whose 
months of pregnancy were fully completed, but one 
born before nine months is considered like a stillborn 
until thirty days have passed. Consequently, if someone 
kills him within thirty days, he is not liable to be put to 
death (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 2:6). 


NOTES 


And one who kills him is liable for his murder — 371717) 
an: The early commentaries note that this applies only 
o a one-day-old baby, whereas one who kills a fetus 
is not liable to be put to death, as a fetus is not classi- 
fied as “any man” (Josafot; Ramban; Rashba; Ritva; Ran). 
Even so, it is prohibited to kill a fetus, although the early 
commentaries disagree with regard to the nature of this 
prohibition. Some say that it applies by rabbinic law 
see Tosafot on Nidda 44a; Tzitz Eliezer 9:51:3), whereas 
others maintain that it is by Torah law (Rabbeinu Hayyim 
HaLevi Soloveitchik on Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot 
Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 1:39). 


The verse states: And a woman - TY) snd ainda: 
The commentaries note that although this one-day-old 
baby girl remains ritually impure until she has immersed, 
one who engages in intercourse with her is not liable, 
as any act of intercourse with a girl less than three years 
and one day old is not considered intercourse (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:1 and Maggid Mishne 
there). 


LANGUAGE 

Full-fledged groom [hatan shalem] - aby jon: The 
term hatan generally refers to a man who is about to 
marry a woman. His prospective father-in-law is called 
a hoten, his future mother-in-law a hotenet, and the 
ceremony itself a hatuna, wedding. The term is also 
used in reference to those experiencing a joyful event 
of a great mitzva, e.g., a circumcision, a bar mitzva, and 
those celebrating achievements in Torah study. 
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HALAKHA 

Which excludes a pregnant woman — maya bi: 
A fetus renders one disqualified from partaking of 
teruma and does not enable one to partake of teruma. 
How so? An Israelite woman who was pregnant from 
a priest may not partake of teruma on account of the 
fetus. By contrast, if the daughter of a priest was preg- 
nant from an Israelite, she is prohibited from partaking 
of teruma due to the fetus (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hil- 
khot Terumot 8:2). 
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The mishna teaches: And a one-day-old baby becomes impure with 
the impurity of leprous marks. The Gemara explains that this is 
derived from that which is written with regard to leprous marks: 

“When a person shall have in the skin ofhis flesh” (Leviticus 13:2). 
This serves to include anyone who is a person, irrespective of age. 


The mishna further teaches: And a one-day-old baby becomes 

impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. The Gemara explains 

that this is derived from that which is written in the context of 
purification from impurity imparted by a corpse: “And a pure person 

shall take hyssop, and dip it in the water, and sprinkle it upon the 

tent, and upon all the vessels, and upon the people that were there” 
(Numbers 19:18). This apparently superfluous mention of “people” 
serves to include anyone who is a person, irrespective of age. 


The mishna also teaches: And a one-day-old baby creates a levirate 
bond requiring the widow of his childless brother to enter into 
levirate marriage with him. The Gemara explains that this is derived 
from that which is written: “If brothers dwell together and one of 
them dies, and he has no child, the wife of the dead man shall not 
be married outside of the family to one not of his kin. Her brother- 
in-law will have intercourse with her and take her to him to be his 
wife, and consummate the levirate marriage” (Deuteronomy 25:5). 
This verse is referring to brothers who had one dwelling in the 
world, i.e., who were alive at the same time, which includes a baby 
who was born the day his brother died. 


The mishna teaches: And a one-day-old baby exempts his widowed 
mother from the obligation of levirate marriage. The Gemara 
explains the derivation: The Merciful One states: “And one of 
them dies, and he has no child” (Deuteronomy 25:5), and this late 
husband has a child, albeit one who is one day old. 


The mishna teaches: And a one-day-old baby enables his mother, an 
Israelite woman who is no longer married to his father, a priest, to 
continue to partake of teruma. The Gemara explains that this is as 
it is written, with regard to those who are entitled to partake of 
teruma on account of a priest: “And those who are born in his house, 
they may eat [yokhelu] of his bread” (Leviticus 22:11). Read into 
the verse: Those who are born in his house enable others to eat 
[ya'akhilu] of his bread, i.e., on account of her son the priest, the 
Israelite mother may continue to partake of teruma even after the 
death of his father. 


§ The mishna also teaches: And a one-day-old baby disqualifies his 
mother, the daughter of a priest who is no longer married to his 
father, an Israelite man, from continuing to partake of teruma. The 
Gemara explains that the reason is that the Merciful One states: 
“But if a priest’s daughter becomes a widow, or divorced, and has no 
child, and is returned to her father’s house, as in her youth, she may 
eat of her father’s bread” (Leviticus 22:13), and this daughter of a 
priest has a child. 


The Gemara asks: Why state specifically that she has a child? Even 
if she has a fetus in her womb from an Israelite man, the same hala- 
kha applies, as it is written: “As in her youth,” which excludes a 
pregnant woman," since her pregnancy has changed her physical 
state from that of her youth. 


The Gemara answers that both derivations are necessary. As, if the 
Merciful One had written only: “And has no child,” I would say 
that the reason the daughter of a priest who has a child from an 
Israelite man may no longer partake of teruma is due to the fact that 
at the outset, before she married, she was one body, and now she 
has developed into two bodies, herself and her child. But here, in a 
case when she is merely pregnant, when at the outset she was one 
body and now she remains one body, one might say that she should 
be permitted to partake of teruma. Therefore, the Merciful One 
writes: “As in her youth.” 
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And by contrast, if the Merciful One had written only: “As in her 
youth,” I would say that the reason that the daughter of a priest who 
is pregnant from an Israelite man may no longer partake of teruma 
is due to the fact that at the outset she had an empty body and 
now she has a full body, and consequently she is not returning to 
her father’s household in her initial state. But here, after she has 
given birth, where at the outset she had an empty body and now 
she still has an empty body, one might say that she should be 
permitted to partake of teruma. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: 
“And has no child.” Therefore, both derivations are necessary. 


The Gemara asks: The need for both verses has been resolved, but 
the mishna remains difficult: What is the reason the mishna is 
referring specifically to a baby who is one day old, when, as stated 
above, the same halakha applies even to a fetus? Rav Sheshet said: 
Here we are dealing with a priest who has two wives: One who 
is a divorcée, as she was previously divorced from another man, 
and who was therefore married to this priest in violation of halakha, 
and one who is not a divorcée. And he has sons from the wife 
who is not a divorcée, and he has a baby boy who is one day old 
from the wife who is a divorcée. This son is disqualified from the 
priesthood and may not partake of teruma. 


Rav Sheshet continues: The mishna is teaching that this baby dis- 
qualifies his father’s Canaanite slaves from partaking of teruma 

again. Since this child is entitled to a portion of his father’s inheri- 
tance, which includes his slaves, they may no longer partake of 
teruma due to his presence in the world. And the mishna teaches 

this to exclude the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said that a fetus 

also disqualifies his father’s slaves from partaking of teruma. For 

this reason, the tanna of the mishna teaches us that with regard to 

a one-day-old baby boy, yes, he disqualifies his father’s slaves from 

partaking of teruma, but a fetus does not." 


§ The mishna teaches that this baby inherits and he bequeaths. 
The Gemara asks: From whom does he inherit? It must be from 
his father. And to whom does he bequeath? Presumably, he 
bequeaths to his paternal brother, in a case where the baby inher- 
ited his father’s property and then died on the same day, as maternal 
half-brothers do not inherit from each other. The Gemara raises a 
difficulty with regard to this interpretation: What is the novelty of 
the halakha that the brother of this one-day-old baby inherits from 
him? After all, if the surviving brother wants, let him inherit from 
his father, and if he wants, let him inherit from the one-day-old 
baby. Either way, he receives his late father’s property. 


Rav Sheshet said: The mishna is teaching that a one-day-old baby 
inherits his mother’s property if she died on the day he was born, 
so that he is able to bequeath it, even if he dies after a day, to his 
heirs who are not the mother’s heirs, e.g., a paternal half-brother. 
And in such a case it is specifically when he is at least one day old 
that he inherits from his mother and bequeaths the property to his 
paternal half-brothers, but a fetus, whose mother died before he 
emerged, does not inherit from his mother. What is the reason for 
this? The reason is that presumably the fetus died first," before its 
mother died, and there is a halakha that a son does not inherit 
from his mother 


The reason is that presumably the fetus died first — m» 1717 
xwa: The commentaries explain that this applies only if the 
mother died by the hand of Heaven, but not if she was killed, as 
in that case the fetus might have survived (Josafot; see Arakhin 
7a). Furthermore, if she died during labor it is also possible that 
the fetus might survive, as once it has been uprooted from its 


NOTES 


place to emerge from the womb, it would no longer die. This is 
similar to the statement of Shmuel on Arakhin 7a with regard to 
a woman who was in the throes of labor and died on Shabbat, 
that one should bring a knife and tear open her abdomen and 
remove the fetus, as it may still be alive and it might be possible 
to save its life. 


HALAKHA 


A one-day-old baby boy yes but a fetus does not - 
x) TAY prs TMX OW 7a: If an Israelite woman was pregnant 
from her husband, a priest, and he died, her slaves may 
not partake of teruma on account of the fetus. The reason 

is that only a child enables one to partake of teruma, not 
a fetus. Consequently, if the fetus was disqualified from 

the priesthood, e.g., his mother is a divorcée, he does not 
disqualify the slaves from partaking of teruma; rather, they 

may partake of teruma on account of his brothers who are 

of unflawed lineage until the fetus is born and disqualifies 

them (Rambam). The Ra‘avad disagrees and maintains that 
these slaves may not partake of teruma, due to the portion 

of the disqualified son in his father’s inheritance even when 

he is a fetus (Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 8:4). 
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Perek V 
Daf44 Amudb 


BACKGROUND 
Lizard [leta‘a] - mead: The leta‘a is almost certainly one 
of the many species “of lizards from the Lacertidae family. 
These lizards range in length from 15 to 25 cm, and they 
have developed limbs that allow them to run quickly. Their 
skin is generally so soft that it wrinkles, although in some 
species the skin is tight on the body. 


Small-spotted lizard, native to Eretz Yisrael 


The tail of the lizard which twitches — mVY an 
np": After a limb, e.g, the tail of a lizard, is severed, 
he nerves continue functioning in an involuntary manner 
for a brief period. This is caused by the release of neu- 
rotransmitters, which cause a twitching of the muscles. 
evertheless, such neurological activity is not a sign of life. 
Likewise, the twitching of a fetus might be a neurological 
reaction which does not prove that it is alive. 


In Sura...in Pumbedita — xn/7a10153...x 71a: In the 
first generations of amora‘im, two main academies were 
established in Babylonia, those of Sura and Pumbedita. 
On occasion these academies, for various reasons, were 
disbanded or split up, but overall they continued for many 
years. From the outset the methodology of the academy 
of Sura was probably more similar than that of Pumbedita 
to that of Eretz Yisrael, with an emphasis on broad knowl- 
edge, from the Bible to statements of tanna‘im. 


HALAKHA 

A one-day-old child reduces the portion of the first- 
born - my23 pma vya: A one-day-old child reduces 
the portion of the firstborn, in accordance with the ruling 
of Mar, son of Rav Yosef, citing Rava, as the Gemara on 
Bava Batra 142a accepts this opinion as halakha (Ram- 
bam Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot Nahalot 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 277:5). 


A son who was born after his father’s death does not 
reduce the portion of the firstborn - nm m% Diw a 
mya pona vyan it aKa: A son who was born after 
his father's death does not reduce the firstborn’s share, 
in accordance with the opinion of Mar, son of Rav Yosef, 
citing Rava, as the Gemara on Bava Batra 142a accepts 
this opinion as halakha (Rambam Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot 
Nahalot 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 277:5). 


A firstborn who was born after his father’s death — 1124 
ya nn an) Diw: A firstborn son who was born after 
his father's death does not receive a double portion in 
his father's inheritance, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava as cited by Mar, son of Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer 
Mishpatim, Hilkhot Nahalot 2:2; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 277:3). 
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while in the grave, i.e., after death, in order to bequeath to his 
paternal half-brother. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so, that it is presumed that the fetus died 
before its mother? But wasn’t there an incident in which the 
mother died and the fetus made up to three spasmodic motions 
afterward? Mar, son of Rav Ashi, said: That is just as itis with the 
tail of the lizard,” which twitches’ after being severed from the 
lizard, but it is merely a spasmodic motion which does not indicate 
that it is still alive. 


Mar, son of Rav Yosef, said a different explanation of the mishna’s 
ruling in the name of Rava: The mishna teaches that a one-day-old 
baby inherits in order to say that such a child reduces the portion 
ofthe firstborn." A firstborn is entitled to a double portion of the 
inheritance, which is calculated by taking into account the portion 
due to his dead brother. And Mar, son of Rav Yosef, further said 
in the name of Rava: A son who was born after his father’s death 
does not reduce the portion of the firstborn." Therefore, the 
halakha in the mishna does not apply to a fetus. What is the reason 
for this? We require fulfillment of the verse: “If a man has two 
wives, the one beloved, and the other hated, and they bore him 
children” (Deuteronomy 21:15), and this does not apply to a fetus 
not yet born at the time of the father’s death. 


The Gemara notes: In Sura they taught Mar’s statement that way, 
whereas in Pumbedita® they taught it this way: Mar, son of Rav 
Yosef, said in the name of Rava: A firstborn who was born after 

his father’s death" does not receive a double portion.” What is 

the reason for this? We require fulfillment of the verse: “But he 

shall acknowledge the firstborn ... by giving him a double portion” 
(Deuteronomy 21:17), and in this case the father is not there" to 

acknowledge him. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is in accordance with 
all these versions of the statement of Mar, son of Rav Yosef, in 
the name of Rava, i.e., a one-day-old baby reduces the portion of 
the firstborn, a son born after his father’s death does not reduce 
the portion of the firstborn, and a firstborn born after his father’s 
death does not receive a double portion. 


NOTES 


To say that such a child reduces the portion of the firstborn — 
mina pona vynnav {aih A fetus inherits his father just like a 
one- day- old child. The difference between them is how hey 
affect the portion of the firstborn. If the son was not yet born at 
the time of the father's death, and in addition to him there was 
a firstborn and an ordinary son, the firstborn receives one-third 
of the inheritance as his firstborn portion, as though the fetus 
does not exist, and the remainder is divided into three portions, 
i.e., for the firstborn, the fetus, and the other brother. If that fetus 
dies after it is born (Ri Migash on Bava Batra 142a), the firstborn 
and the ordinary son divide his portion of the inheritance evenly 
between them. By contrast, if he was a one-day-old child, he 
reduces the portion of the firstborn: The firstborn receives one- 
fourth as his firstborn portion, and the remainder is divided in 
the manner described above. 


A firstborn who was born after his father’s death does not 
receive a double portion - ivy waxy nov ane) Thi isa 
Dw 5 bow: The commentaries explain that there are two ways 
in which a firstborn born after his father's death might have a 


brother. Either he is a twin, or his father had several wives who 
all gave birth after his death. 


We require fulfillment of the verse: But he shall acknowledge, 
and in this case the father is not there - xD) xm ova wo»: The 
early commentaries disagree with regard to this condition. Some 
say that it does not mean that the father must acknowledge 
his firstborn in practice; rather, he must have the potential to 
acknowledge him. Accordingly, even if the father was overseas 
when his firstborn son was born, that firstborn is entitled to 
a double portion of his inheritance (Rashbam on Bava Batra 
142a, citing Rabbeinu Hananel). Likewise, if the birth of the first- 
born occurred while the father was on his deathbed, provided 
that he is still alive he is considered able to acknowledge him, 
despite the fact that he cannot actually do so (Meiri). Others 
disagree, maintaining that the father must be physically capable 
of acknowledging his firstborn in practice, which excludes a 
case where he is dying (Rashbatz and Nimmukei Yosef on Bava 
Batra 142a). 
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§ The mishna teaches: And one who kills a one-day-old baby is 
liable for his murder. The Gemara explains that the reason for this 
is as it is written: “And he who smites any man mortally shall be 
put to death” (Leviticus 24:17), where the phrase “any man” indi- 
cates that this verse applies in any case," even in the case of a one- 


day-old baby. 


The mishna further teaches: And if a one-day-old baby dies, his 
status in relation to his father and to his mother and to all his 
relatives is like that of a full-fledged groom. The Gemara asks: 
With regard to what halakha is this stated? Rav Pappa said: With 
regard to mourning." 


The Gemara comments: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
stated? It is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel," who said: With regard to humans, any child that 
remained alive thirty days after birth is not considered a non- 
viable newborn. It can be inferred from this statement that if he 
did not remain alive for thirty days after birth, he is of uncertain 
status. The Gemara refutes this proof: Here we are dealing with 
a case where one is certain that its months of gestation were 
completed, and therefore it is certainly a viable newborn. 


MI S HN AS girl who is three years and one day old, 


whose father arranged her betrothal, is 
betrothed through intercourse," as the halakhic status of inter- 
course with her is that of intercourse in all halakhic senses. And in 
a case where the childless husband of a girl three years and one day 
old dies, ifhis brother the yavam engages in intercourse with her," 
he acquires her as his wife; and if she is married, a man other than 
her husband is liable for engaging in intercourse with her due to 
violation of the prohibition against intercourse with a married 
woman." 


And ifshe is impure due to menstruation, she imparts impurity to 
one who engages in intercourse with her" who then renders 
impure all the layers of bedding beneath him, rendering them 
impure like the upper bedding covering a zav, in the sense that it 
assumes first-degree ritual impurity and does not become a primary 
source of ritual impurity, and it renders impure food and drink, but 
it does not render impure people and vessels. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to mourning - mba paw: Ifa baby died within 
hirty days of birth, including the thirtieth day, one does not 
mourn for him, even if his hair and nails were fully developed. 
f he died later than that point one does mourn for him, unless 
itis known that he was born after eight months of pregnancy. If 
itis known for certain that he completed a full term of gestation, 
hen one mourns for him even if he died on the day of birth. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa, not 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Evel 1:6-7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 374:8). 


A girl who is three years and one day old is betrothed 
through intercourse - meaa NWPN TY Di ow wow na: 
A girl who is three years and one day old can be betrothed by 
means of sexual intercourse, with her father’s consent. If she 
is younger than that she cannot be betrothed in this manner 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:11; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 37:1). 


If his brother the yavam engages in intercourse with her — 
oy why 2 DK: Intercourse with a yevama aged less than three 
years and one day does not effect levirate marriage. If she was 
older than that and the yavam engaged in intercourse with her, 
he acquires her as his wife. Nevertheless, she cannot perform 


halitza until she is twelve years and one day old, and she has 
been examined and found to have two pubic hairs (Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:4). 


Aman other than her husband is liable. ..due to the prohibi- 
tion against intercourse with a married woman - ...pa»n 
wx nw own: If a father accepts betrothal for his minor 
daughter, and another man engages in intercourse with her, 
the second man is executed by strangulation, while she is 
exempt from punishment. If she was married off by her mother 
or brothers, i.e., in a situation where her father was not alive, 
such a marriage does not take effect by Torah law and she does 
not require a bill of divorce to leave her husband. Therefore, if 
she refused her husband, the second man is exempt from the 
death penalty, but the court administers lashes for rebellious- 
ness (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 3:2). 


She imparts impurity to one who engages in intercourse 
with her, etc. - ^3) awia DX agav: One who engages in 
intercourse with a minor girl who is menstruating is rendered 
impure, as is the case with any menstruating woman. This 
applies only if he is at least nine years and one day old, and she 
is at least three years and one day old (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:3). 


NOTES 


As it is written: And he who smites any man mortally shall 
be put to death, where this applies in any case — 2137 

Dipa ban wd) bs TD wer: In other words, the verse is refer- 
ring to any human being (Tosefot HaRosh). Some commentar- 
ies read a clearer version of the text: And he that smites any 
man mortally, any sort of man (Tosafot). 


It is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel - Dyba ayawan xba:The early commen- 
taries disagree as to the meaning of this statement. Some say 
that it is referring to the entire mishna (Rashi). Although this 
claim is mentioned only in connection with the end of the 
mishna, the Gemara first explained all the halakhot of the 
mishna before stating that it is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. Others maintain 
that the statement is referring only to the last clause of the 
mishna, with regard to mourning (Rambam). 
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NOTES 


If she marries a priest she may partake of teruma - 
manna xn jets nw): Although the betrothal ofa girl 
younger than three years old is valid when performed 
by her father, a marriage canopy does not take effect 
in her case, as the purpose of a marriage canopy is to 
permit intercourse between a couple, and she is too 
young for intercourse (Rashi). Therefore, she has the 
status of a betrothed woman, not a married one, and 
the Sages say that a woman betrothed to a priest should 
not partake of teruma before she enters the marriage 
canopy (Rashi on Sanhedrin 55b). 
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If she marries a priest, she may partake of teruma,™ like any other 
wife of a priest; if she is unmarried and one of the men who are 
unfit for the priesthood, e.g., a mamzer or halal, engaged in inter- 
course with her," he disqualifies her from marrying into the 
priesthood, and if she is the daughter ofa priest, she is disqualified 
from partaking of teruma. Finally, if one of all those with whom 
relations are forbidden, as stated in the Torah, e.g., her father or 
her husband’s father, engaged in intercourse with her," they are 
executed by the court for engaging in intercourse with her, and 
she is exempt, because she is a minor. 


If the girl is less than that age, younger than three years and one 
day, the status of intercourse with her is not that of intercourse in 
all halakhic senses; rather, it is like placing a finger into the eye. 
Just as in that case, the eye constricts, sheds tears, and then returns 
to its original state, so too, in a girl younger than three years and 
one day old, the hymen returns to its original state. 


a E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: A girl who 


is three years old is betrothed through 
intercourse; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis 
say: She must be three years and one day old. The Gemara asks: 
What is the difference between their opinions, as both agree that 
she cannot be betrothed before the age of three? The Sages of 
the school of Rabbi Yannai said: There is a difference between 
their opinions in the case of a girl on the eve of the first day of 
the fourth year of her life. According to Rabbi Meir, she can be 
betrothed through intercourse, as on this day three years are com- 
plete, whereas the Rabbis maintain that she cannot be betrothed 
in this manner, as she has not yet entered the first day of her fourth 
year. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: There is a difference between their 
opinions with regard to the issue of whether thirty days in a year 
are considered equivalent to a year. Rabbi Meir maintains that 
thirty days in a year are considered equivalent to a year, and there- 
fore a girl aged two years and thirty days is already considered like 
a three-year-old and may be betrothed through intercourse. By 
contrast, the Rabbis contend that thirty days in a year are not con- 
sidered equivalent to a year, and she may be betrothed through 
intercourse only upon reaching the age of three years and one day. 


The Gemara raises an objection against the explanation of Rabbi 

Yannai from a baraita: A girl who is three years old, and even one 

who is two years and one day old, is betrothed through inter- 
course; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: 
She must be three years and one day old. 


HALAKHA 


If she marries a priest she may partake of teruma - ab DKU 
manna bon: The daughter of a non-priest who marries a priest 
may partake of teruma and eat the breast and thigh, which are 
portions designated to priests from peace offerings, even if she is 
only three years and one day old (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 6:3). 


If she is unmarried and one of the men who are unfit for the 
priesthood engaged in intercourse with her - pa 1m% why Ka 
poan: With regard to any woman who engages in intercourse 
pa a man to whom she is forbidden by a prohibition that would 
give her the status of a zona, whether she was raped or acted will- 
ingly or unwittingly, and whether it was regular or anal intercourse, 
once the man has performed the initial stage of intercourse she is 
considered a zona and thereby disqualified from marrying into the 


priesthood, and she may not partake of teruma. This is the halakha 
provided that she is three years and one day old, and he is at least 
nine years and one day old (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 18:6; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 6:9; see 7:10). 


If one of all those with whom relations are forbidden as stated 

in the Torah engaged in intercourse with her - ban y pw xa 
TIANI NWI: Ifa man engages in intercourse with a girl 

to whom he is forbidden and who is three years and one day old, 

he is liable to receive the death penalty, karet, or lashes, depend- 
ing on the circumstances, e.g., whether he did so intentionally or 
unwittingly, and the nature of the forbidden relationship, whereas 

she is exempt from any punishment. If she was younger than this, 
this act is not considered intercourse and they are both exempt 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1:13). 
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The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, just as there is a tanna who says that one day in a year 
is considered equivalent to a year, so too, there is a tanna who 
says that thirty days in a year are considered equivalent to a year." 
The baraita states that according to Rabbi Meir, a girl two years and 
one day old is considered like a three-year-old, following the opin- 
ion that one day in a year is equivalent to a full year. Similarly, 
Rabbi Yohanan maintains that there is a second tanna who says 
that thirty days in a year are considered equivalent to a full year, 
and therefore a girl can be betrothed by intercourse from the age 
of two years and thirty days. 


But according to the opinion of Rabbi Yannai," that Rabbi Meir 
requires a full three years, this baraita is difficult, as it explicitly 
states that in Rabbi Meir’s opinion even a girl aged two years and 
one day can be betrothed by intercourse. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, this baraita is difficult’ according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yannai. 


§ The last clause of the mishna teaches that if the girl is less than 
that age, i.e., younger than three years and one day, the status of 
intercourse with her is like placing a finger into the eye." A 
dilemma was raised before the Sages: What happens to this 
hymen, i.e., to the hymen of a girl under three with whom a man 
engaged in intercourse? Does it disappear and come back again" 
later, or perhaps it is not removed at all until after she reaches the 
age of three? 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there in halakha between 
these two suggestions? The Gemara answers that there is a practical 
ramification in a case where a priest engaged in intercourse with 
a girl to whom he is married within her first three years, and found 
blood on her due to that intercourse, and again engaged in inter- 
course with her many times, including after she turned three, but 
on that occasion he did not find blood. If you say that after engag- 
ing in intercourse when the girl is younger than three, the hymen 
disappears and comes back again, here one can maintain that it 
disappeared due to the first time they engaged in intercourse and 
did not grow back because there was not enough time without 
intercourse for it to grow back. 


But if you say that the hymen is not removed at all until after she 
reaches the age of three, the fact that this girl did not emit blood 
after three years must be because another man engaged in inter- 
course with her" after she turned three, in which case she is clas- 
sified as a zona, a woman who has engaged in sexual intercourse 
with a man forbidden to her by the Torah, and is forbidden to her 
husband the priest. The Gemara reiterates: What, then, is the 
resolution of the dilemma? 


HALAKHA 


This hymen of a girl under three, does it disappear and 
come back again, etc. — 131318) one bon pana ‘am: If aman 
engaged in intercourse with a girl or a woman who is a virgin 
and she did not bleed, and he again engaged in intercourse 
with her and this time she did bleed, even if she was a minor 
and not of an age at which a girl usually menstruates, but 
older than three years of age, this is considered to be blood 
of menstruation. The reason for this is that if it was the blood 


from the tearing of the hymen, one could assume she would 
have bled the first time they engaged in intercourse. If a man 
engages in intercourse with a girl younger than three years 
of age and she bleeds, this is assumed to be blood from the 
tearing of the hymen, in accordance with Rav Hisda’s resolu- 
tion of the Gemara’s dilemma (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 5:25). 


NOTES 


So too there is a tanna who says that thirty days in a year 
are considered a year - oY myw WAN'T KIN NDN 9792 97 
maw pawn mwa: According to Rabbi Yohanan, one can 
explain that the two tannaim who taught these two baraitot 
agree that Rabbi Meir maintains that part of a year is con- 
sidered like a complete year. They disagree with regard to 
Rabbi Meir’s exact opinion on how much of a year this must 
be. According to the tanna of one baraita, a single day of a 
year is enough to count as a full year, whereas according to 
the tanna of the other baraita, a complete month is required. 
By contrast, according to Rabbi Yannai, who holds that Rabbi 
Meir is of the opinion that a full three years are required, there 
is no way of reconciling his ruling with the opinion cited in 
the second baraita. 


But according to Rabbi Yannai — »x3» ra Kby: The early 
commentaries explain that everyone agrees that in many 
areas of halakha, thirty days are considered a year. The Rabbis 
disagree with Rabbi Meir only with regard to this specific case 
of the intercourse of a minor girl, as they had a tradition that 
her physical signs of virginity are removed due to intercourse 
only if she is at least three years and one day old. Conse- 
quently, an act of intercourse with a girl younger than that 
is not considered intercourse and she cannot be betrothed 
through them (Ritva). 


This baraita is difficult [kashya] - xtp: The term kashya, 
meaning: This is difficult, indicates that there is a problem here 
which must be addressed, but the opinion itself is not neces- 
sarily rejected. By contrast, the corresponding term teyuvta: 
Conclusive refutation, which also appears often in the Gemara, 
is an indication of a severe difficulty for which there is no 
answer and on account of which the opinion is rejected. 


Less than that is like placing a finger into the eye - nina 
pva yaly pmi xa: Everyone agrees that an act of inter- 
course with a girl younger than three is not considered 
intercourse. Therefore, when she grows older and marries her 
marriage contract is two hundred dinar, like that of a virgin 
(Rashi on Ketubot 11b). The commentaries further note that as 
an act of intercourse with such a young girl is not classified 
as intercourse, it does not render her a zona and she is not 
forbidden to a priest (Responsa of the Rashba). 


The fact that this girl did not emit blood after three years 
must be because another man engaged in intercourse 
with her - pw x3 WK NT: This suggestion has halakhic 
ramifications. Although there is a principle that the seduction 
of a minor girl is considered rape (see Yevamot 33b), if the 
minor who was raped was married to a priest, she is rendered 
prohibited to him. This is because the wife of a priest is forbid- 
den to him due to any act of intercourse with another man, 
even if she was raped. By contrast, if the girl who was raped 
was married to an Israelite man, she is not rendered forbidden 
to him (Tosafot; see Rashi, Ritva, and Meiri). 
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LANGUAGE 


Yusteni — 29p9: The name Yusteni, or Justina for a 
woman, and the name Justin and similar variations 
for a man, were common names in the Roman period. 
They are all derived from the Latin justus, meaning 
righteous. 


BACKGROUND 


Some claim that this Antoninus is Marcus Aurelius 
Antoninus, the emperor nicknamed Caracalla, who 
ruled from 211 to 217 CE. He was known for his close 
relations with the Jews, with stories of such an affinity 
dating back to his childhood. Others assert that the 
reference here is to a different emperor: the Emperor 
Septimius Severus, Caracalla's father, who ruled from 
193 to 211 CE. He, too, maintained friendly relations 
with the Jews. Yet others contend that this is Marcus 
Aurelius Antoninus, who ruled from 161 to 180 CE. 


Bust of Caracalla 
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Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Ika, objects to this explanation of the 
practical ramifications of the dilemma: But even if one maintains 
that the hymen ofa girl younger than three disappears and grows 
back, one can still contend that this girl engaged in intercourse 
with another man, as who will say to us that a wound that was 
inflicted within three years of a girl’s birth is not restored and 
healed immediately? Perhaps it is restored immediately, and 
this girl did not emit blood because another man engaged in 
intercourse with her previously, and she is therefore a zona who 
is forbidden to a priest. 


Rather, the practical difference between the two suggestions 
relates to a case where the husband engaged in intercourse 
with this girl within her first three years, and found blood, and 
engaged in intercourse with her again after she turned three, 
and again found blood. If you say that the hymen disappears 
and comes back again, this blood emitted when she is less than 
three years old is blood from the tearing of the hymen, which 
does not render her impure. But if you say that the hymen is not 
removed at all until after she reaches the age of three, then this 
blood she emitted when she was younger than three is menstrual 
blood, which renders her impure. What, then, is the resolution 
of the dilemma? 


Rav Hisda said: Come and hear the mishna: If the girl is less 
than that age of three years and one day, intercourse with her is 
like placing a finger into the eye. Why do I need the mishna to 
teach: Like placing a finger into the eye? Let it teach simply: If 
she is less than that age, intercourse with her is nothing. What, 
is it not correct that this is what the mishna teaches us, by its 
comparison to an eye: Just as placing a finger in an eye causes it 
to tear and tear again, when another finger is placed in it, so too 
after the intercourse of a girl under three the hymen disappears 
and comes back again? 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: There was an incident involving 
a gentile woman called Yusteni,' the daughter of Asveirus, son 
of Antoninus,’ a Roman emperor, who came before Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. She said to him: My teacher, at what age is a 
woman fit to marry, i.e., at what age is it appropriate for a woman 
to engage in intercourse, which would therefore be the appropri- 
ate time to marry? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to her: She must 
be at least three years and one day old. 


Yusteni further inquired: And at what age is she fit to become 
pregnant? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to her: When she is at least 
twelve years and one day old. She said to him: I married when 
I was six, and gave birth a year later, when I was seven. Woe for 
those three years, between the age of three, when I was fit for 
intercourse, and the age of six, when I married, as I wasted those 
years in my father’s house by not engaging in intercourse. 


The Gemara asks: And cana minor of that age become pregnant? 
But didn’t Rav Beivai teach a baraita before Rav Nahman: 
Three women may engage in intercourse while using a contra- 
ceptive absorbent cloth, a soft fabric placed at the entrance to the 
womb to prevent conception, despite the fact that this practice 
generally is prohibited. They are a minor; a pregnant woman; 
and a nursing woman. 


The baraita specifies the reason for allowing these women to 
use contraceptive absorbent cloths: A minor, lest she become 
pregnant and perhaps die from this pregnancy; a pregnant 
woman, lest she be impregnated a second time and her older 
fetus become deformed into the shape of a sandal fish, by being 
squashed by the pressure of the second fetus; and a nursing 
woman, lest she become pregnant and her milk dry up, in which 
case she weans her son too early, thereby endangering him, and 
he dies. 
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The baraita continues: And who is considered a minor? It is a girl 
from the age of eleven years and one day until the age of twelve 
years and one day. If she was younger than that or older than that, 
she may go ahead and engage in intercourse in her usual manner, 
i.e, without contraception. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
Since it is assumed that a minor who is less than eleven years old 
cannot become pregnant, she is considered to be in no danger. 


And the Rabbis say: Both in this case of a minor girl who can 
become pregnant and in that case of a minor girl who cannot 
become pregnant, she may go ahead and engage in intercourse in 
her usual manner, and Heaven will have mercy upon her and 
prevent any mishap, as it is stated: “The Lord preserves the sim- 
ple” (Psalms 116:6). In light of the statement of Rabbi Meir, how 
could Yusteni have become pregnant at age seven? 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that Yusteni was able to 
become pregnant at such a young age because she was a gentile, and 
the verse states with regard to gentiles: “Their flesh is the flesh of 
donkeys” (Ezekiel 23:20). And if you wish, say instead that Yusteni 
was lying when she said she became pregnant at age seven, as it is 
stated with regard to gentiles: “Whose mouth speaks falsehood, 
and their right hand is a right hand of lying” (Psalms 144:8). 


The Sages taught in a baraita: There was an incident involving a 
certain woman who came before Rabbi Akiva and said to him: 
My teacher, I engaged in intercourse within three years of my 
birth; what is my status with regard to marrying into the priest- 
hood? Rabbi Akiva said to her: You are fit to marry into the 
priesthood. 


She said to him: My teacher, I will tell you a parable; to what is 
this matter comparable? It is comparable to a baby whose finger 
one forcibly dipped in honey. On the first time and the second 
time, he moans at his mother for doing so, but on the third occa- 
sion, once he is used to the taste of honey, he willingly sucks the 
finger dipped in honey. She was insinuating to Rabbi Akiva that she 
engaged in intercourse several times, and although the first couple 
of times were against her will, the third incident was with her con- 
sent. Rabbi Akiva said to her: If so, you are disqualified from 
marrying into the priesthood. 


Rabbi Akiva saw his students looking at each other, puzzling over 
this ruling. He said to them: Why is this matter difficult in your 
eyes? They said to him: Just as the entire Torah is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai, so too this halakha of a girl who 
engaged in intercourse when she was less than three years old, 
i.e., that she is fit to marry into the priesthood, is a halakha trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai, and it applies whether she engaged 
intercourse against her will or with her consent. The Gemara notes: 
And even Rabbi Akiva did not say to the woman that she was unfit 
to marry into the priesthood because that is the halakha; rather, 
he did so only to sharpen the minds" of his students with his 
statement, to see how they would respond. 


MI S H NA In the case of a boy, nine years and one day 

old, whose brother had died childless, who 
engaged in intercourse with his yevama," his brother’s widow, the 
status of the intercourse is that of halakhic intercourse and he 


acquires her as his wife; but he cannot give her a bill of divorce, 
if he chooses to end the marriage, until he reaches majority. 


And he becomes ritually impure after engaging in intercourse with 
a menstruating woman‘ to the degree that he renders impure all 
the layers of bedding beneath him, such that they become impure 
like the upper bedding covering a zav. Accordingly, the bedding 
assumes first-degree ritual impurity status and does not become a 
primary source of ritual impurity, and it renders impure food and 
drink and does not render impure people and vessels. 


HALAKHA 
To sharpen the minds, etc. — 1217 anh: Itis proper for 
a teacher to mislead his students occasionally through 
speech or action in order to test them and see if they 
recall their studies (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Tal- 
mud Torah 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 246:12). 


A boy nine years and one day old whose brother had 
died childless, who engaged in intercourse with his 
yevama — imax by xaw ny oP Dw ywn ja: With 
regard to a boy who is nine years and one day old 
who engages in intercourse with his yevama, his act 
effects acquisition like the levirate betrothal of an adult. 
Although he acquires the yevama as his wife, he can- 
not divorce her with a bill of divorce until he reaches 
majority and then engages in intercourse with her. If he 
does not engage in intercourse with her after reaching 
majority and he wishes to divorce her, she requires a bill 
of divorce and halitza (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Yibbum VaHalitza 1:16; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:2). 


And he becomes ritually impure after engaging in 
intercourse with a menstruating woman - XAY 
mga: A boy who is a minor and engages in intercourse 
with a menstruating woman becomes ritually impure 
to the same degree as an adult man who does so. This 
is the halakha provided that she is at least three years 
and one day old, and he is at least nine years and one 
day old (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 3:3). 
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HALAKHA 


And he disqualifies her but he does not enable her to 
partake of teruma - manna >> ives pian: Ifa woman 
engages in intercourse “with a minor boy forbidden to her 
who has reached the age of nine and one day, she is dis- 
qualified from marrying into the priesthood. If she is the 
daughter of a priest, she is disqualified from partaking of 
teruma. But if an Israelite woman marries a nine-year-old 
priest, the halakha is different: Although her engaging in 
intercourse with him has the halakhic status of intercourse, 
his marriage to her does not enable her to partake of 
teruma until he reaches majority (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 8:11). 


And if he engages in bestiality he disqualifies the ani- 
mal from being sacrificed upon the altar — nx pin 
naan saabyn maa: A nine-year-old boy who copulates 
with an animal disqualifies it from being sacrificed as an 
offering. If he is under the age of nine, he does not disqual- 
ify it (Rambam). The Ra’avad disagrees, maintaining that 
this applies only when the animal is passive in the act of 
copulation; but if the animal is the active party, the age of 
the boy makes no difference, as the animal is disqualified 
in any case (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 
43, and see Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 


And if he engaged in intercourse with one of all those 
with whom relations are forbidden as stated in the 
Torah - mina niaya niwa ba nme by wa: Ifa minor 
boy who is at least nine years old engages in intercourse 
with an adult female relative who is forbidden to him, she 
is liable to receive the death penalty, excision, or lashes, 
depending on the circumstances, e.g., what type of forbid- 
den relation she is, whereas he is exempt. If he is under the 
age of nine, they are both exempt (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1:13). 


The Sages rendered the intercourse of a boy nine years 
and one day old like that of levirate betrothal by an 
adult man — bina vasa pwn ja mya Wy: If a minor 
yavam aged nine years and one day engaged in inter- 
course with his yevama, the intercourse does not fully 
consummate the levirate marriage. Rather, it is equivalent 
to an adult's betrothal to his yevama, which applies by 
rabbinic law. The halakha is in accordance with the rul- 
ing of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 
VaHalitza 5:18; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:1). 


Perek V 
Daf 45 Amud b 


NOTES 


When he reaches majority he may engage in inter- 
course with her and he can give her a bill of divorce - 
ba yA” Sip Dryw: When the yavam engages in inter- 
course with his yevama as an adult man, their levirate 
marriage is consummated and she becomes his wife in 
all halakhic senses. Consequently, if he wishes to divorce 
her, she does not require halitza but only a bill of divorce. 
This halakha is derived from the verse: “Her husband's 
brother shall go in unto her, and take her to him to wife, 
and perform the duty of a husband's brother unto her” 
(Deuteronomy 25:5), i.e., once he has performed that duty 
she is considered his wife in all regards (Rashi). 
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And if he is disqualified from the priesthood and the woman with 

whom he engages in intercourse is the daughter of a priest, he dis- 
qualifies her from partaking of teruma; but if he is a priest who 

marries an Israelite woman, he does not enable her to partake of 
teruma." And if he engages in bestiality, he disqualifies the animal 

from being sacrificed upon the altar," and the animal is stoned due 

to his act. And if he engaged in intercourse with one of all those 

with whom relations are forbidden, as stated in the Torah," e.g., 
his aunt or his mother, they are executed by the court due to having 
engaged in intercourse with him, because they are adults; but he is 

exempt, as he is a minor. 


The mishna teaches that a boy aged nine 
GEMARA a Aa 


years and one day cannot give his yevama a 
bill of divorce until he reaches majority. The Gemara asks: And even 
when he reaches majority, is a bill of divorce enough to enable 
her to marry any man? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that the Sages 
rendered the halakhic status of the act of intercourse of a boy nine 
years and one day old like that of levirate betrothal by means of 
money or a document performed by an adult man," which is an 
acquisition by rabbinic law? Accordingly, she is not his full-fledged 
wife. 


Therefore, one can assert as follows: Just as after a levirate betrothal 
performed by an adult man, the yavam must give the yevama a bill 
of divorce to release her from his levirate betrothal and perform 
halitza to release her from his levirate bond, so too with regard to 
the intercourse of a boy nine years and one day old, the halakha 
should be that he must give her a bill of divorce for his levirate 
betrothal and perform halitza to release her from his levirate bond. 


Rav said in response that this is what the tanna of the mishna is 
saying: 


When he reaches majority he may engage in intercourse with her, 
and thereby acquire her as his full-fledged wife, and if he wished to 
divorce her he can then give her a bill of divorce without having 
to perform halitza. 


HALAKHA 


When he reaches majority he may engage in intercourse with 
her and he can give her a bill of divorce - v3 prdipa wyd: 
If a boy aged nine years and one day engaged in intercourse with 
his yevama, he cannot divorce her with a bill of divorce until he 
reaches majority and then engages in intercourse with her. If he 
does not engage in intercourse with her after reaching majority 


halitza. The bill of divorce is required by virtue of the fact that he 
engaged in intercourse with her, creating a situation that is paral- 
lel to levirate betrothal; and she also requires halitza because his 
initial act of intercourse did not serve to acquire her as his wife 
in all regards (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 
5:21; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:2). 


and he wishes to divorce her, she requires a bill of divorce and 
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MISHNA ith regard to a girl w. Ae Asa years 


and one day old, her vows’ are examined 
to ascertain whether she is aware of the meaning of her vow and 
in Whose name she vowed. Once she is twelve years and one 
day old and has grown two pubic hairs, which is a sign of adult- 
hood, even without examination her vows are in effect. And one 
examines her vows throughout the entire twelfth year until her 
twelfth birthday. 


With regard to a boy who is twelve years and one day old," his 
vows are examined’ to ascertain whether he is aware of the 
meaning of his vow and in Whose name he vowed. Once he is 
thirteen years and one day old and has grown two pubic hairs, 
even without examination his vows are in effect." And one 
examines his vows throughout the entire thirteenth year until 
his thirteenth birthday. 


Prior to that time, eleven years and one day for a girl and twelve 
years and one day for a boy, even if they said: We know in Whose 
name we vowed and in Whose name we consecrated, their vow 
is not a valid vow and their consecration is not a valid consecra- 
tion. After that time, twelve years and one day for a girl and 
thirteen years and one day for a boy, even if they said: We do not 
know in Whose name we vowed and in Whose name we con- 
secrated, their vow is a valid vow and their consecration is a 
valid consecration. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: But since the mishna 


teaches: With regard to a girl who is 
eleven years and one day old her vows are examined, why do I 
need the mishna to further state: Once she is twelve years and 
one day old her vows are in effect? After all, by this stage she is 
already an adult. The Gemara answers that this ruling is necessary, 
as it might enter your mind to say that one examines her vows 
forever, even when she is an adult. Therefore, the mishna teaches 
us that the vows of an adult are valid even without examination. 


The Gemara further asks: And since the mishna teaches: Once 
she is twelve years and one day old her vows are in effect, why 
do I need it to further state: One examines her vows throughout 
the entire twelfth year? The Gemara answers that this ruling is 
necessary, as it might enter your mind to say: Since the Master 
says that thirty days in a year are considered equivalent to a year, 
in a case where we examine her for thirty days after she turned 
eleven and she did not know how to utter a vow properly, i.e., 
she did not have a clear understanding of the meaning of the vow, 
one might say that one should examine her no further until she 
reaches the age of twelve. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that 
she is examined throughout her twelfth year. 


The Gemara asks: And let the mishna teach only these two 
clauses: Once she is twelve years and one day old her vows are 
in effect, and one examines her vows throughout the entire 
twelfth year. Once both of these have been taught, why do I need 
the ruling: With regard to a girl who is eleven years and one day 
old, her vows are examined? 


A girl eleven years and one day old.. 


.a boy twelve years and 
one day old, etc. — MWY OW 13...18 OP Taw TwY nox na 
nD THs Dih Mw: The vows ofa boy or girl in the year before 
reaching majority, and who understands the nature of vows, are 
valid, as are those of one who has reached the age of adulthood 
who lacks this understanding, even if he or she has not reached 


HALAKHA 


maturity through the appearance of two pubic hairs. If a male 
who is twelve years old or a female who is eleven years old utters 
a vow, the court examines it. Before the male reaches the age of 
twelve and the female the age of eleven, their vows are invalid 
even if they know in Whose name they vowed (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 11:1-3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 2331). 


BACKGROUND 

Vows — 999713: This is referring to a personal vow, ie., a 

voluntary obligation to refrain from deriving benefit from a 

specific item or from deriving benefit from a specific person. 
This is, in effect, a type of reverse consecration. The person 

pledges to regard an item or person as consecrated to the 

Temple. Such a vow can take effect with regard to any item, 
and one who fails to fulfill his vow violates the mitzva: “He 

shall not profane his word” (Numbers 30:3). It is also pos- 
sible to prohibit one’s own property to another by means 

of a vow; the other person must then treat that property as 

consecrated. Nevertheless, one cannot prohibit another's 

property to anyone other than himself. 

The Sages were very strongly opposed to the taking 
of vows and encouraged people who had vowed to have 
them dissolved. If one issues a statement worded in the 
form of a vow, and it is evident that the intention was 
not to utter a vow but rather to make a point by means 
of exaggeration or hyperbole, such a vow is not binding. 


NOTES 


With regard to a boy who is twelve years and one day 
old his vows are examined - Nx Din me mwy OW ja 
pPI vm: The Sages call this period in which vows are 
examined the age of vows, and the child is called a dis- 
criminating minor on the brink of adulthood [mufla samukh 
le'ish], following the verse: “When a man or a woman shall 
clearly utter [yafli] a vow" (Numbers 6:2). The Sages dis- 
tinguish between two stages of maturity with respect to 
vows. The first is within a year of reaching majority, e.g., a 
boy between twelve and thirteen. During that stage, if he 
is able to utter clearly [/ehafli] and articulate that his vow 
is in the name of God, his vows are valid. The second stage 
is when has reached the age of majority, e.g., a boy from 
age thirteen but who has yet to produce physical signs of 
puberty, according to one opinion. At this point, his vows 
are valid even if he is unable to articulate that his vow is in 
the name of God. Accordingly, the phrase means one who 
took a vow [hifli] when he was on the brink of adulthood. 

The amora‘im on 46b disagree whether the vows of a 
discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood take effect 
by Torah law or by rabbinic law. There are also divergent 
opinions among early commentaries with regard to the 
period of a discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood. 
Some maintain that it applies one year before adulthood, 
i.e., a year before the age of twelve and the development of 
pubic hairs for a girl, and a year before the age of thirteen 
and the development of pubic hairs for a boy (Tosafot on 
46b; Rashba; Ritva). Other commentaries refer to two dif- 
ferent periods: A girl from the age of eleven to the age of 
twelve; and then from the age of twelve until she develops 
pubic hairs, and for a boy from the age of twelve to the 
age of thirteen, and then from the age of thirteen until he 
develops pubic hairs (Rambam). 


His vows are in effect — 2°) y113: The only condition 
mentioned in the mishna for the vows of a boy to be in 
effect is that he is thirteen years and one day old. But the 
commentaries explain that it means that he has reached 
this age and has also developed two pubic hairs, a sign of 
maturation. The majority of the early commentaries main- 
tain that this is the requirement for all Torah obligations, 
that he must reach that age and have the physical signs, 
and vows are no exception (e.g., Rabbi Betzalel Ronsburg). 
Others contend that once a boy is thirteen years and one 
day old his vows are valid, even if he does not have two 
pubic hairs (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 11:3). If 
so, the halakha of vows is unique in that the determination 
of the age of vows is based solely on one's age, not the 
physical signs of maturation. Some explain that this is due 
toa concern that he might have grown two pubic hairs and 
they have fallen out (Rabbi Akiva Eiger). 
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The Gemara answers that this clause was necessary, as it might 
enter your mind to say: In an ordinary case, a girl requires examina- 
tion in her twelfth year, whereas in her eleventh year she does not 
require examination. But in a case where we discern about her that 
she has a very sharp mind, perhaps she should be examined already 
in her eleventh year. Therefore, the tanna teaches us that she is not 
examined in her eleventh year irrespective of how intelligent she is, 
as she is too young. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need the mishna to teach that prior to 
that time their vows and consecration are always not valid and after 
that time they are always valid? These halakhot can be inferred from 
the previous statements of the mishna. The Gemara answers that 
these rulings are necessary, as it might enter your mind to say: These 
matters apply only in a case where they do not say: We know in 
Whose name we vowed, when they are younger than the periods 
mentioned in the mishna, or: We do not know in Whose name we 
vowed, when they are older. But in a case where they do say such 
statements, perhaps we rely on their claim. Therefore, the tanna 
teaches us that when they are younger than the periods stated in the 
mishna their vows are never valid, and when they are older, their 
vows are always valid. 


§ The mishna indicates that the intellectual development of a girl is 
faster than that of a boy. In this regard, the Sages taught in a baraita: 
This opinion, with regard to the periods of vows for girls and boys, is 
in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. But 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says the opposite, that the matter stated 
here with regard to a girl is actually stated with regard to a boy, 
whereas the matter stated with regard to a boy is in fact stated with 
regard to a girl, as the intellectual development of males is faster than 
that of females. 


Rav Hisda said: What is the reason of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? As 
it is written, with regard to the creation of woman: “And the rib, 
which the Lord God had taken from the man, He made [vayyiven] 
a woman, and brought her to the man” (Genesis 2:22). This teaches 
that the Holy One, Blessed be He, granted a woman a greater 
understanding [bina] than that of a men. 


The Gemara asks: And what does the other tanna, Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar, derive from this verse? The Gemara answers: He requires 
that verse for that which Reish Lakish taught, as Reish Lakish said 
in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya with regard to the verse: 
“And the rib, which the Lord God had taken from the man, He 
made awoman, and brought her to the man.” This teaches that the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, braided the hair of Eve, and then brought 
her to Adam the first man. As in the cities overseas [ bikhrakei 
hayyam]' they call braiding hair, building [benayita]. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, what is the reason 
that he maintains that the intellectual development of males is faster 
than that of females? Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak says: Since a boy 
frequents his teacher’s house, cleverness enters his mind first. 


The cities overseas [kerakei hayyam] — 0*7 +393: The term kerakh 
generally refers to a large city, typically one surrounded by a wall. 
Some claim that it is from the Greek xapag, kharax, which can mean 
a place fortified by beams. Others maintain that it has a Semitic origin, 


LANGUAGE 

The term hayyam is a shortened version of medinot hayyam, 
meaning overseas countries. It refers to places outside of Eretz Yisrael 
on the shore of the Mediterranean Sea, and is used in the Gemara as 
a broad term for any country outside of Eretz Yisrael. 


related to the root kaf, reish, kaf, meaning revolution or circumference, 


which matches the appearance of a walled city. 
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§ The mishna teaches that there are three periods in the develop- 
ment of girls and boys: When their vows are examined, i.e., the 
twelfth year for a girl and the thirteenth year for a boy, which will 
be termed below: During the time; the period beforehand, when 
their vows are entirely invalid, called: Before the time; and after that 
period, when their vows are always valid, known as: After the time. 
But the mishna does not address the issue of their physical develop- 
ment during these periods, with regard to the appearance of two 
pubic hairs. In this regard, a dilemma was raised before the Sages: 
If a boy or girl developed pubic hairs during the time, is this year 
considered like the development of signs indicating puberty before 
the time that the child reaches majority, and therefore they are not 
treated as signs indicating puberty, or is it considered as after 
the time? 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what halakha is this dilemma 
raised? If it is with regard to vows, the development of pubic hairs 
is not considered as before the time, but it is not considered as 
after the time either. Instead, the status of the vow is determined in 
accordance with the examination of the child’s understanding, as 
stated in the mishna. 


Rather, the dilemma is raised with regard to punishments, i.e., 
whether such a boy or girl is punished like an adult for violating the 
prohibitions of the Torah. What, then, is the halakha? The Sages 
disagree. Rav and Rabbi Hanina both say: The development of 
pubic hairs during that time is considered as before the time, and 
therefore the boy or girl is not liable to receive punishment for his 
or her actions. Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi both 
say: The development of pubic hairs during that time is considered 
as after the time, and they are punished. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: And your mnemonic, to remember 
which Sages said which ruling, is the verse: “Now this [vezot] was 
the custom in former times in Israel” (Ruth 4:7). The Sage whose 
name has a feminine form like the word vezot, namely, Rav Hanina, 
maintains that the development of pubic hairs during the time is 
considered as before the time, like the former times mentioned in 
the verse. 


Rav Hamnuna raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi from the mishna: After that time, 
twelve years and one day for a girl and thirteen years and one day 
for a boy, even if they say: We do not know in Whose name we 
vowed and in Whose name we consecrated, their vow is a valid 
vow and their consecration is a valid consecration. Rav Hamnuna 
infers from this ruling that if they issued this statement during the 
time, it is considered as before the time, even if they had developed 
two hairs. 


Rava said to Rav Hamnuna, in rejection of this proof: Say the 
former clause in the mishna: Prior to that time, eleven years and 
one day for a girl and twelve years and one day for a boy, even if they 
said: We know in Whose name we vowed and in Whose name we 
consecrated, their vow is not a valid vow and their consecration 
is not a valid consecration. One can infer the opposite from here, 
that if they issued this statement during the time, it is considered 
as after the time. 


The Gemara responds: And that is not so, as Rava erred. He 
thought that Rav Hamnuna inferred from the superfluous state- 
ment of the mishna, i.e., that the clause Rav Hamnuna cites is 
unnecessary for the halakha it states, which is why Rav Hamnuna 
inferred his conclusion from it. And therefore Rava responded that 
rather than inferring from the latter clause of the mishna that if 
the boy or girl claims not to know in Whose name he or she vowed 
during the time, it is considered as before the time, let him infer 
from the former clause that it is considered as after the time, as 
Rava demonstrated. 
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Perek V 
Daf46 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


A nine-year-old boy who developed two hairs, etc. - 
“DUTY AY WIT DW ywn ja: Ifa boy grows two 

hairs before the age ‘of thirteen, these are considered 

merely the hairs of a mole. If he developed two pubic 
hairs when he is at least thirteen years and one day 

old, he is classified as an adult (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Ishut 2:10). 


BACKGROUND 

Sign indicating puberty — p29: The physical sign 
marking the transition from childhood to adulthood, 
according to halakha, is the appearance of at least 
two hairs in the pubic area. There is no precise time 
for the appearance of this sign, and several variables 
affect its earlier or later appearance, such as genetics, 
nutrition, and climate. Nevertheless, there are average 
ages for the growth of this hair in boys and girls. The 
appearance of such hair extremely early is not usually 
a sign of adulthood, except in rare cases of disease, and 
it should instead be treated as being only a mole. 
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The Gemara continues: But it is not so; rather, Rav Hamnuna 
inferred that it is considered as before the time from the statement 
of the mishna itself, without assuming that it is superfluous, as 
follows: In that mention in the mishna of: After that time, what are 
the circumstances? If it is referring to a case where the boy has not 
yet developed two pubic hairs, he is a minor. Rather, is it not 
referring to a case where the boy has developed two pubic hairs, 


and the reason that the development of two hairs renders him an 
adult is that the onset of his matter, i.e., his reaching puberty, 
was completed for him after the time? Rav Hamnuna infers from 
here that if the child developed two hairs during the time, it is 
considered as before the time, and he or she is not classified as 
an adult. 


And furthermore, Rabbi Zeira raises an objection to the opinion 
that the development of signs indicating puberty during the time is 
equivalent to their development after the time. It is taught in a 
baraita which deals with the verse: “Speak to the children of Israel 
and say to them: When either man or a woman shall clearly utter 
avow” (Numbers 6:2). What is the meaning when the verse states 


“man,” after it has already stated “the children of Israel”? This serves 


to include anyone who is thirteen years and one day old, that even 
ifhe does not know how to utter clearly and articulate the meaning 
of his statements, his vows are in effect. 


Rabbi Zeira analyzes this baraita. What are the circumstances? If 
it is referring to a case where the boy has not yet developed two 
pubic hairs, then he is a minor, and the halakha with regard to him 
cannot be derived from the word “man.” Rather, is it not referring 
to a case where the boy has developed two pubic hairs? And by 
inference, the reason that he is considered a man due to his devel- 
opment of pubic hairs is that he is thirteen years and one day old, 
but if the boy developed two hairs during the time, it is considered 
as before the time. The Gemara concludes: This is indeed a con- 
clusive refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi that developing pubic hairs during the time is 
equivalent to developing hairs after the time. 


Rav Nahman said that the baraita is not a refutation of the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, as this matter is 
subject to a dispute between tanna’im, since there is another 
baraita which teaches the following: Everyone agrees with regard 
to a nine-year-old boy who developed two hairs" that this is 
not considered a sign of puberty, as they are treated as hairs that 
grow on a mole. From nine years of age until the age of twelve 
years and one day, even if the hairs have not fallen out, this is still 
considered a mole. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: At 
this stage it is a sign indicating puberty.” Ifhe is thirteen years and 
one day old and has grown two hairs, all agree that it is a sign 
indicating puberty. 


Rav Nahman analyzes the baraita. This baraita itself is difficult, as 
you initially said that from nine years of age until the age of twelve 
years and one day it is a mole, from which it can be inferred that if 
he developed two pubic hairs in the thirteenth year itself, it is a 
sign indicating puberty. And then the baraita teaches that if he is 
thirteen years and one day old and has grown two hairs, this is a 
sign indicating puberty, which indicates that if he developed the 
hairs in the thirteenth year itself, it is a mole. 
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Rav Nahman concludes: What, is it not correct to say that there is a 
dispute between tanna’im, as one Sage, the tanna who states the first 
line of the baraita, holds that during that time is considered as after 
the time, and one Sage, the tanna of the last line of the baraita, holds 
that during that time is considered as before the time? If so, the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is one side 
of a dispute between tanna’im. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, everyone, i.e., the tanna’im 
of both clauses of the baraita, agrees that during that time is consid- 
ered as before the time, and this clause and that clause of the baraita 
are both referring to a young girl. And the difference between them 
is that the first clause of the baraita is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who maintains that the thirteenth year for 
a female is considered after the time, and therefore the development 
of two pubic hairs at this stage is a sign of maturation; and the last 
clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, 
who holds that the thirteenth year for a female is considered before 
the time. 


And if you wish, say that this clause and that clause are both dealing 
with a young boy, and the first clause is in accordance with Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar and the last clause is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who maintains that the thirteenth 
year for a boy is considered before the time. 


And if you wish, say that both this clause and that clause are in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and the dif- 
ference between them is that this last clause of the baraita is referring 
to a young boy, whereas that first clause is referring to a young girl. 
And if you wish, say that both this clause and that clause are in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, and that 
first clause of the baraita is referring to a young boy, whereas this last 
clause is referring to a young girl. 


The baraita further teaches that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
says with regard to hairs from nine years of age until the age of twelve 
years and one day, that it is a sign indicating puberty. In explanation 
of this opinion, Rabbi Keruspedai, son of Rabbi Shabbtai, says: 
And this is the halakha only when the hairs are still upon him, i.e., 
they had not fallen out when he reached the age of puberty, as 
otherwise they are considered a mole. 


The Gemara notes that this opinion is also taught in a baraita: With 
regard to a boy nine years and one day old who developed two hairs, 
this is considered a mole. If the boy is from nine years of age until 
the age of twelve years and one day, and the hairs are still upon 
him," it is still considered a mole. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
says: It is a sign indicating puberty. 


§ In summary of the rulings cited above, Rava said: The halakha is 
that the development of two hairs during the time is considered as 
before the time, and it does not render one an adult. Rav Shmuel 
bar Zutra teaches this halakha of Rava in this formulation: Rava 
says: With regard to a minor girl whose father has passed away and 
whose mother or brothers accepted betrothal on her behalf, a form 
of betrothal instituted by the Sages, throughout her entire twelfth 
year she has the continuous right to perform refusal" with regard 
to this marriage and thereby annul it. From that point forward, when 
she is already an adult, she may no longer perform refusal, and she 
may not perform halitza with the brother of her husband, ifhe died 
without children. 


From nine years of age until twelve years and one day and the 
hairs are still upon him — thts Dih me mwy ONY w pwn jan 
jay tipi: If a boy grows two hairs at the age of twelve, they are con- 
sidered merely the hairs of a mole even if they remain after the 
individual has reached the age of maturity, as stated in the baraita 


(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:18). 


HALAKHA 


Throughout her entire twelfth year she has the continuous right 
to perform refusal — nim TKI mw TWY oom bp: Aminor has 
the right to perform refusal until she develops two pubic hairs after 
she reaches the age of twelve, or until she gives birth. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava (see Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Geirushin 11:4; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:12). 
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The Gemara asks: This statement of Rava itself is difficult: You first 
said that once she is twelve she may not perform refusal. Evidently, 
she is an adult woman. But if she is an adult woman, let her 
perform halitza, like any other adult woman. 


And if you would say that Rava is uncertain whether a twelve-year- 
old girl is presumed to have developed two hairs and is therefore an 
adult, or whether it is presumed that she has not yet grown two hairs 
and remains a minor, and consequently he is stringent on both 
counts, that she may not perform refusal, like an adult, but she may 
also not perform halitza, like a minor, this suggestion is problematic, 
as is Rava actually uncertain in this regard? But doesn’t Rava say: 
A minor girl who reached her full age of maturity," i.e., twelve years 
and one day, does not require examination to determine whether 
she has grown two hairs, as there is a presumption that she has 
developed signs indicating puberty. 


The Gemara answers that this statement, that it is presumed that a 
twelve-year-old girl has developed two hairs, applies only in an 
ordinary situation. But here Rava is referring to a case where they 
examined her and did not find hairs." In such an instance, Rava did 
not say that the presumption is in effect. 


The Gemara asks: If so, that she was actually examined, she should 
be considered a minor in all regards and she should be able to 
perform refusal. The Gemara answers: We are concerned that 
perhaps the girl had already developed pubic hairs but they fell out. 
Consequently, although the girl is not treated with the presumption 
that she is an adult, she does not have the certain status of a minor 
either, and cannot perform refusal. 


The Gemara objects: This works out well according to the one who 
says that we are concerned that the pubic hairs fell out. But accord- 
ing to the one who says that we are not concerned that they have 
fallen out, what is there to say? As it was stated that amora’im 
disagreed with regard to this matter. Rav Pappa says: We are not 
concerned that perhaps the pubic hairs fell out; Rav Pappi says: 
We are concerned that they might have fallen out. The Gemara 
answers that this statement of Rav Pappa, that there is no concern 
that perhaps the pubic hairs fell out, applies only with regard to 
halitza, but with regard to refusal everyone agrees that we are 
concerned that they might have fallen out. 


The Gemara asks: By inference, does the one who says that we are 
concerned that perhaps the hairs fell out maintain that this twelve- 
year-old performs halitza? But this cannot be correct, as he says 
that we are merely concerned that the hairs might have fallen out, 
not that this is certainly the case. How, then, can she perform halitza 
like an adult? 


Rather, Rava is actually referring to a case where one did not 
examine the girl, and with regard to halitza we are concerned that 
she might not have developed hairs and is still a minor. And when 
Rava said that there is a presumption that a twelve-year-old has 
developed signs indicating puberty, he was referring to refusal, but 
with regard to halitza she requires examination. 


HALAKHA 


A minor girl who reached her full age of maturity, etc. — Mapp 
^1 Nw dosh TTW: A girl aged twelve years and one day 
who has not been examined to see if she has grown two pubic 
hairs may not perform refusal, as there is a presumption that she 
has developed two hairs and is an adult. Nevertheless, she may 
not perform halitza until she has been examined and found to 
have two hairs (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 11:4 and 
Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 117; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer155:19). 


Where they examined her and did not find hairs — xy pst 
aM: If a twelve-year-old girl was examined and hairs were not 
found, she is considered a minor and she may therefore perform 
refusal. If she remains this way, she continues to be a minor until 
the age of twenty, when she is retroactively established to be an 
ailonit, a sexually underdeveloped woman (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Ishut 2:3-4; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:12). 
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With regard to the issue of whether there is concern that hairs 
might have fallen out, Rav Dimi of Neharde’a said: The halakha is 
that if a girl reached the age of twelve and she was examined and the 
signs of puberty were not found, we are concerned that perhaps 
the pubic hairs fell out." Consequently, if her mother or brothers 
had accepted betrothal for her when she was a minor, she cannot 
perform refusal at that stage. 


The Gemara adds: And this statement applies only in a case where 
her husband betrothed her during the time, before she reached the 
age of twelve years and one day, and engaged in intercourse with 
her after the time, when she was already twelve years and one day 
old. This is a situation where there is an uncertainty with regard to 
Torah law, since if she had developed two hairs and is an adult, the 
marriage applies by Torah law, due to the intercourse. But if he 
engaged in intercourse with her only at the outset, before she turned 
twelve, there is no concern that perhaps she developed pubic hairs 
and they fell out, as this marriage applies by rabbinic law. 


§ With regard to a minor who vowed, Rav Huna says: If the minor 
is aware of the meaning of his vow and in Whose name he or she 
vowed, and the minor’s age is during the time, i.e., the twelfth year 
for a girl or the thirteenth year for a boy, and he consecrated an 
item of food and subsequently ate it, he is flogged," which is the 
punishment for one who eats consecrated food. 


Rav Huna explains: As it is stated: “When either a man or awoman 
shall clearly utter a vow” (Numbers 6:2), from which it is derived 
that if one on the brink of adulthood is able to articulate that his vow 
is in the name of God, his vows are valid. And another verse states: 


“He shall not profane his word” (Numbers 30:3). This indicates that 


any person who is included in explicitness of intent is also included 
in the prohibition: “He shall not profane his word,’ and anyone 
who is not included in explicitness of intent is not included in the 
prohibition: “He shall not profane his word.” 


Rav Huna bar Yehuda raises an objection to Rava, in support of 
the opinion of Rav Huna: 


Since we find that the verse equates a minor, i.e., one on the brink 
of adulthood, to an adult with regard to an intentional violation 
of an oath and with regard to a vow of prohibition, where one 
renders an item prohibited to himself through a vow, and with 
regard to the prohibition of he shall not profane his word, one 
might have thought that this minor, like an adult, should also be 
liable to bring an offering for misuse of his consecrated property, 
e.g., if he ate an item that he consecrated. 


Therefore, the verse states with regard to vows: “This is the matter 
which the Lord has commanded. When a man vows a vow to the 


Lord, or takes an oath” (Numbers 30:2-3). The emphasis of “this” 


indicates that it is only with regard to this matter, i.e., prohibitions 
resulting from vows, that a discriminating minor on the brink of 
adulthood is considered an adult, but he is not rendered liable to 
bring an offering for his misuse. 


HALAKHA 


We are concerned that perhaps the pubic hairs fell 
out — WI Kaw pwwin: Ifa young girl was betrothed 
by her mother or brothers following the death of her 
father, and her husband engaged in intercourse with 
her after she reached the age of twelve years and one 
day, she may no longer perform refusal. This is the 
halakha even if no pubic hairs are found on her, as 
here a concern that they might have fallen off. The 
reason for this stringent ruling is that this is an uncer- 
ainty involving a matter of Torah law, since if he knew 
hat she had two hairs before engaging in intercourse 
with her, he would have done so with the intent of 
effecting betrothal by Torah law. This would mean 
hat theirs is a full-fledged betrothal, and if another 
man had betrothed her afterward she would not even 
require a bill of divorce from him. Since it is an uncer- 
ainty involving a matter of Torah law, one must be 
concerned that she might have had two hairs before 
he intercourse, and therefore she requires a bill of 
divorce for her to be permitted to another. If she per- 
ormed refusal after they engaged in intercourse, and 
she was examined and was not found to have hairs, 
and subsequently accepted betrothal from another, 
she requires a bill of divorce from the first man due to 
uncertainty and is prohibited to return to him. If she 
married another man, she must leave both men, and 
any child born from either man is one whose status as 
a mamzer is uncertain (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Geirushin 11:5; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:20). 


NOTES 

If he consecrated an item of food and subsequently 
ate it he is flogged - apib bars wpm: Although boys 
younger than thirteen and girls younger than twelve 
are not liable to punishment in all other areas of Torah 
law, because they are still minors, nevertheless in the 
unique case of vows they are considered as adults and 
are flogged for their violation (Rashi). 
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HALAKHA 


If a minor consecrated a food item and others 
ate it they are flogged - wnx box NIT IPT 
pph: If a minor boy aged thirteen, ‘who does not 
have pubic hairs, consecrated an item and an adult 
derived benefit from that item, e.g., he ate it, he is 
liable to receive lashes, as the vows of the boy are 
valid by Torah law. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lak- 
ish (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 11:5). 


A discriminating minor on the brink of adult- 
hood is an adult by Torah law - map Kan 
KNT wyb: The consecrations and vows of 
a discriminating minor on the brink of adult- 
hood are valid by Torah law. But he is not liable to 
receive lashes for violating his vow until he reaches 
majority and develops two hairs. This halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot 
Nedarim 11:4). 
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The Gemara analyzes the baraita. In any event, the baraita teaches 
that a discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood is considered 
an adult with regard to a vow of prohibition and with regard to the 
prohibition of he shall not profane his word, which indicates that he 
is liable for violating this prohibition. This supports the opinion of 
Rav Huna that a minor is flogged for eating food he consecrated. The 
Gemara refutes this proof: There is room to say that the word: And, 
in the phrase: With regard to a vow of prohibition and with regard to 
the prohibition of he shall not profane his word, should be omitted, 
and the baraita is comparing a minor to an adult with regard to the 
prohibition of he shall not profane his word, but it does not indicate 
that he is liable to receive lashes for violating this prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: Can the baraita actually mean that a minor is 
compared to an adult with regard to the prohibition of he shall not 
profane his word, but he is not flogged? Whichever way you look at 
it, this is problematic: If a discriminating minor on the brink of 
adulthood is considered an adult by Torah law, he should be flogged 
too, for his violation. And ifa discriminating minor on the brink of 
adulthood is not considered an adult by Torah law, there is no 
prohibition violated here either. The Gemara answers that according 
to the baraita the prohibition does not apply to the minor himself, 
but to those who are warned to keep him away from the prohibited 
item. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, one can conclude from the 
baraita that if a minor eats meat from unslaughtered animal car- 
casses" or violates other prohibitions, the court is commanded to 
prevent him from doing so. This is problematic, as elsewhere it is 
stated that this matter is subject to dispute (see Yevamot 114a). The 
Gemara explains: Here we are dealing with a case where the minor 
consecrated the food item and others ate it. They are liable to receive 
lashes for their consumption, but if he ate it he is not liable. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: This works out well according 
to the one who said that if a minor consecrated a food item and 
others ate it, they are flogged." But according to the one who said 
that in such a case they are not flogged, what can be said? As it was 
stated that amora’im disagreed with regard to this issue: If a minor 
consecrated a food item and others ate it, Rav Kahana says that they 
are not flogged; Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish both say that 
they are flogged. 


The Gemara therefore reverts to the interpretation that the baraita is 
referring to the prohibition of he shall not profane his word, not the 
punishment for violation of the vow. And the reason lashes are not 
administered is that the prohibition is by rabbinic law. And as for the 
verse mentioned in the baraita, when it states that the verse equates 
a minor to an adult, which indicates that it is dealing with Torah law, 
this verse is a mere support for a rabbinic law. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself, i.e., the dispute cited above. 
If a minor consecrated a food item and others ate it, Rav Kahana 
says that they are not flogged; Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish 
both say that they are flogged. With regard to what principle do 
these Sages disagree? One Sage, i.e., Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lak- 
ish, holds that a discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood is 
considered an adult by Torah law," which is why others are liable for 
eating an item he consecrated; and one Sage, Rav Kahana, holds that 
a discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood is considered an 
adult by rabbinic law. 


If a minor eats meat from unslaughtered animal carcasses, etc. — 
a>) nba baix 19i: Rashi notes that this matter is subject to a dispute 
on Yevamot 114a. Other early commentaries are puzzled by this 
observation, as everyone agrees that the court is not commanded to 
prevent a minor from sinning with regard to matters which apply by 
rabbinic law, and as the status of a discriminating minor on the brink 


NOTES 


of adulthood applies by rabbinic law, his consumption of the food 
he consecrated would be a violation by rabbinic law. They explain 
that Rashi simply means that this general issue of preventing a minor 
from eating meat of unslaughtered animals is discussed in tractate 
Yevamot, not that this is the halakha with regard to a discriminating 
minor on the brink of adulthood (Rashba). 
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Rav Yirmeya raises an objection from a baraita: In the case of a 
minor girl who is an orphan from her father and her mother or 
brothers accepted betrothal on her behalf, who vowed, her husband 
may nullify her vow,’ like any other husband, despite the fact that 
this marriage is valid merely by rabbinic law. Rav Yirmeya analyzes 
this baraita: Granted, if you say that a discriminating minor on the 
brink of adulthood is considered an adult by rabbinic law, one can 
explain that a husband whose marriage is by rabbinic law comes 
and negates a vow that also applies by rabbinic law. But if you say 
that a discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood is considered 
an adult by Torah law, can a husband whose marriage is by rabbinic 
law come and negate a vow that applies by Torah law? 


Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: Her husband may nullify her 
vows, whichever way you look at it: If the validity of the vows of 
such a minor applies by rabbinic law, the husband may nullify her 
vows, as the validity of their marriage is likewise by rabbinic law. 
And if the validity of a vow by a discriminating minor on the brink 
of adulthood is by Torah law, which means she would be violating 
a Torah prohibition, this is the same as the case of a minor who 
may eat meat from unslaughtered animal carcasses or violate other 
prohibitions, and the court or any other adult, including her hus- 
band in this case, is not commanded to prevent him" from doing 
so, and it does not matter ifhis nullification was not effective. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But there is still concern for a viola- 
tion, as when she grows and becomes an adult she will eat the food 
that she rendered forbidden to herself, relying on the initial nulli- 
fication of her vow by her husband, which was not valid. At that 
stage she is an adult, whom the court is certainly commanded to 
prevent from violating prohibitions. 


Rabba bar Livai said that this is not a concern, as her husband 

nullifies her vows each and every moment, and therefore when she 

reaches majority he will nullify her vow in a manner that is valid by 
Torah law. And this is the halakha, that the nullification takes effect 

by Torah law, only in a case where her husband engaged in inter- 
course with her after she became an adult, thereby rendering their 
marriage valid by Torah law. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: But there is a principle that 
a husband cannot nullify vows of his wife that preceded their 
marriage;" and as she is considered his wife by Torah law only when 
she becomes an adult, her vow when she was a minor preceded their 
marriage. The Gemara answers that he can still nullify her vow, in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Pinehas in the name of Rava, 
as Rav Pinehas said in the name of Rava: Any woman who takes 
a vow, it is from the outset contingent on her husband’s consent 
that she takes the vow." Since the minor was married by rabbinic 
law, she vowed on the condition that her husband should agree to 
her vow, and therefore the nullification is valid by Torah law. 


NOTES 


And the court is not commanded to prevent him — p7 m3 px) 
wpm voy pry: The early commentaries are puzzled by this 
statement, as even if the court is not commanded to prevent 
a minor from transgressing, they are certainly prohibited from 
actively feeding a minor forbidden food. In this case, by nullifying 
her vow, her husband is effectively telling her that she may eat 
the food, which is tantamount to feeding her actively. The com- 
mentaries answer that the Gemara could have raised this difficulty, 
but in any event reaches a conclusion according to which this is 
not difficult (Rashba). Others suggest that nullifying a vow is not 
equivalent to feeding someone, as the husband does not compel 
her to eat; he merely indicates to her that she may do so if she 


chooses (Ritva; Meiri). 


On her husband's consent that she takes the vow - nyt by 
DVT NT mwa: Rashi claims that this opinion is cited in explana- 
tion of how this husband can nullify his wife's vow when the vow 
preceded their marriage (see Tosefot HaRosh). The later commen- 
taries maintain that it is apparent from Rashi's commentary that he 
understands that the Gemara here is retracting from its previous 
interpretation that the husband nullifies her vows each and every 
moment. Instead, the Gemara is referring to the earlier difficulty 
of how a husband whose marriage is only by rabbinic law can 
come and negate a vow which applies by Torah law. The Gemara’s 
answer is that this is because even when she was a minor, she 
took her vow contingent on her husband's consent. If so, Rashi’s 
explanation is in line with that of the majority of the early com- 
mentaries (see Tosafot, Tosefot HaRosh, and Eizehu Mekoman). 


BACKGROUND 


Nullification of vows — wY M197: The Torah autho- 
rizes a father to nullify the vows of his daughter before 
she either attains the age of majority or marries (see 
Numbers 30:4-6). Similarly, a husband is entitled to 
nullify vows uttered by his wife. If a girl is betrothed 
before she attains the age of majority, her vows may 
be nullified by her husband and father acting together. 
The vow must be nullified on the same day on which 
the father or husband hear of it. A husband is empow- 
ered to nullify only those vows that directly or indirectly 
affect the personal relationship between him and his 
wife. According to many opinions, this restriction 
applies to the father as well. 


HALAKHA 


A minor may eat from unslaughtered animal car- 
casses and the court is not commanded to prevent 
him — sw amd voy pay pPI mI pyre mbar dai ppp: 
If a minor is eating meat from unslaughtered animals, 
or violating any other prohibition, of his own accord 
(Mishna Berura), the court is not commanded to sepa- 
rate him from the act. But his father is commanded to 
reprimand him and stop him. This requirement does 
not apply to his mother (Magen Avraham), although 
some authorities disagree (Mishna Berura). If the pro- 
hibition applies by Torah law and the father does not 
stop him, the court rebukes the father, but not if the 
prohibition was by rabbinic law (Magen Avraham and 
Taz; see Mishna Berura). Some claim that if the child has 
reached the suitable age for education, the court is obli- 
gated to prevent him from transgression (Rema, based 
on Tosafot), whereas the Beit Yosef maintains that the 
mitzva of education applies to the father alone (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 17:27-28; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 343). 


A husband cannot nullify vows of his wife that 
preceded their marriage - patipa 392 bya px: 
If a betrothed woman vowed and her father nullified 
her vow by himself, and her betrothed did not hear 
about it until they were married, he cannot nullify it 
after the marriage, as a husband cannot nullify vows 
of his wife which preceded their marriage (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 11:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 234:35). 
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LANGUAGE 


Untithed produce [tivla] - hav: This refers to pro- 
duce from which the priestly dues of teruma have 
not been separated, or dough from which halla has 
not been separated. It is more commonly known 
as tevel. 

Some suggest that tevel, which is spelled with 
the letter tet, is from the Hebrew word tevel with a 
tav, which means mixed, as tevel is produce which 
contains a mixture of tithes and non-sacred food. 


NOTES 


Teruma in the present applies by rabbinic law — 
PDT MT pata mann: The majority of the early com- 
mentaries maintain that teruma in the present time 
applies by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 1:26, 13:14; Smag; Sefer HaTeruma; 
Rashba). Others add that although there is a dissent- 
ing opinion that even in the present the obligation of 
teruma in Eretz Yisrael is by Torah law, the practice is 
not in accordance with this opinion (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 331:2, and in the comment of Rema). 


BACKGROUND 


Seder Olam - oiy ‘W110: Seder Olam is a book from the 
period of the Mishna that deals with the chronology 
of biblical times and continues until the destruction 
of the Second Temple. Woven into its thirty chapters 
are various halakhot and non-halakhic statements. 
The work is based on verses and ancient traditions. 
The Gemara here and elsewhere states that the tanna 
who taught Seder Olam is Rabbi Yosei. 

The book is also called Seder Olam Rabba, in 
order to distinguish it from a similar book com- 
posed in a later period, called Seder Olam Zuta. Seder 
Olam has been published over the generations in 
many editions, some of which include additional 
commentaries. 
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O The Gemara continues to discuss the validity of the vows of a 
discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood. Abaye said: Come 
and hear a mishna (Terumot 1:3): With regard to a minor who has 
not grown two hairs, Rabbi Yehuda says: His teruma is not valid 
teruma. Rabbi Yosei says: Until he has reached the age of vows, 
i.e., when he does not yet have the status of a discriminating minor 
on the brink of adulthood, his teruma is not valid teruma," but 
once he has reached the age of vows, his teruma is teruma. 


The Sages assumed that Rabbi Yosei holds that teruma in the 
present" applies by Torah law. They therefore objected: Granted, 
if you say that a discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood 
is an adult by Torah law, one can understand that one who is a man 
by Torah law with regard to vows can come and prepare untithed 
produce [tivla]' for consumption by tithing it, which also applies 
by Torah law. But if you say that a discriminating minor on the 
brink of adulthood is an adult by rabbinic law, can one who is a 
man by rabbinic law come and prepare untithed produce, which 
is prohibited by Torah law? The Gemara refutes this proof: No, 
perhaps Rabbi Yosei holds that teruma in the present applies by 
rabbinic law," and this is why he rules that a minor on the brink of 
adulthood can set aside teruma. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yosei hold that teruma in the 
present applies by rabbinic law? But isn’t it taught in a baraita in 
the anthology called Seder Olam:® The verse that states with regard 
to the Jewish people's return to Eretz Yisrael following their exile: 
“And the Lord your God will bring you into the land that your 
fathers possessed, and you shall possess it” (Deuteronomy 30:5). 


‘These two expressions of possession indicate that the Jewish people 
had a first possession of Eretz Yisrael in the days of Joshua, when 
Eretz Yisrael was first sanctified with regard to the obligation of its 
mitzvot, and they had a second possession at the time of Ezra and 
the return of the Babylonian exile. In other words, the sanctity of 
the land lapsed when the First Temple was destroyed and the Jews 
were exiled to Babylonia, and therefore a second sanctification was 
necessary when they returned to their land. But they will not have 
a third possession. That is, it will never be necessary to sanctify the 
land a third time, as the second sanctification was permanent. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: Who is the tanna that taught Seder 
Olam? Rabbi Yosei. Since Rabbi Yosei maintains that the second 
sanctification of Eretz Yisrael did not lapse even after the destruc- 
tion of the Second Temple, he must also maintain that teruma in 
the present applies by Torah law. 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yosei taught Seder Olam but he 
does not maintain in accordance with its ruling here. The Gemara 
adds: So too, it is reasonable that this is so, as it is taught in a 
baraita: With regard to non-sacred dough that became mixed with 
teruma dough, or which was leavened with leaven of teruma, 


HALAKHA 


Until he has reached the age of vows his teruma is not teruma - 
Tana inann p ov miy wa xbw aw: If a minor has reached 

he age of vows, i.e., when he is a discriminating minor on the brink 

of adulthood, his teruma is teruma, even if he has not yet grown 

wo pubic hairs. This is the halakha even with regard to teruma by 

Torah law, as his vows and consecrations are valid by Torah law. The 

halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, following 

he ruling of Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish that the status of a 

discriminating minor on the brink of adulthood applies by Torah 

aw (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:5). 


Teruma in the present — 7 pata mana: The halakhot of teruma 
apply in the present by rabbinic decree only, even in those places 
settled by the Jews who returned from Babylonia in the time of 
Ezra. By Torah law, these halakhot are in effect only in Eretz Yisrael 
and only when the entire Jewish people dwells there. The Rambam 
adds: It would appear to me that the same applies to tithes, that 
their obligation in the present applies by rabbinic law, like teruma. 
The Ra’avad disagrees and claims that teruma in the present is by 
Torah law (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 1:26). 
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And it is not rendered unfit by one who was ritually impure who 
immersed that day - oi bapa noa) FYNI: Non-sacred dough 
that became mixed with teruma dough or which was leavened 
with leaven of teruma is not disqualified by one who was ritually 
impure who immersed that day. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna in the mishna in Tevul Yom (Rambam 


Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:15). 


Deem it exempt from the obligation of halla - nnn ya pis: 
If non-sacred dough became mixed with teruma it is exempt from 


it is subject to the obligation of separating halla,” the portion of 
the dough designated for the priest. And although teruma fell into 
it, that produce does not have the status of teruma, as the teruma 
was nullified by a majority of non-sacred produce. Consequently, it 
is not rendered unfit for consumption, i.e., rendered ritually impure, 
by one who was ritually impure who immersed that day" and is 
waiting for nightfall for his purification process to be completed. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi 
Yosei and Rabbi Shimon deem the dough exempt from the obliga- 
tion of separating halla," as this obligation does not apply to teruma, 
and the entire dough is exempt due to the mixture of teruma it 
contains. 


The Sages assumed that the one who said that teruma in the present 
applies by Torah law maintains that halla likewise applies in the 
present by Torah law, whereas the one who said that teruma in 
the present applies by rabbinic law holds that halla also applies 
by rabbinic law." If so, granted, if you say that Rabbi Yosei holds 
that halla in the present applies by rabbinic law, one can under- 
stand that a mixture which has the status of teruma by rabbinic law 
comes and abrogates the obligation of separating halla, which also 
applies by rabbinic law. 


But if you say that halla in the present applies by Torah law, can a 
mixture that has the status of teruma by rabbinic law come and 
abrogate the mitzva of halla which is by Torah law? Evidently, 
according to Rabbi Yosei the obligation of separating halla in the 
present is by rabbinic law, and therefore teruma likewise applies by 
rabbinic law. If so, Rabbi Yosei does not agree with the opinion he 
cites in Seder Olam, according to which teruma applies in the present 
by Torah law. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: But perhaps Rabbi Yosei maintains 
that teruma in the present applies by Torah law and yet halla 
applies by rabbinic law, and therefore the mixture discussed in the 
above baraita, which has the status of teruma by Torah law, abrogates 
the obligation of halla, which is by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara adds: And this answer is as Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua, responded to the statement of the other Sages. As Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: I once found the Sages of the 
study hall of Rav sitting and saying: Even according to the one 
who said that teruma in the present applies by rabbinic law, the 
obligation to separate halla is by Torah law. 


The reason is that during the seven years that the Jewish people 
conquered Eretz Yisrael led by Joshua and during the seven years 
that they divided the land, they were obligated to separate halla 
but they were not obligated to separate teruma and tithe. In the 
present as well, although there is no obligation to set aside teruma 
in Eretz Yisrael by Torah law, the obligation to separate halla applies 
by Torah law. 


HALAKHA 


the obligation of halla, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
and Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:4). 


Halla applies by rabbinic law - 277 abn: The Torah obligation of 
halla is in effect only in Eretz Israel and only when the entire Jewish 
people is within its borders. Therefore, even after the return to Eretz 
Yisrael and the construction of the Second Temple, halla was in 
effect only by rabbinic law, in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 322:2). 


NOTES 

Subject to the obligation of halla - mbna nan: 
The teruma in the dough does not exempt the 
entire mixture from the obligation of halla, i.e., 
although teruma itself is not obligated in halla, this 
obligation does apply to a mixture of teruma and 
non-sacred produce. The reason is that by Torah law 
when a unit of prohibited substance becomes inter- 
mingled with two units of a permitted substance, 
the prohibited substance is nullified by the majority. 
It was the Sages who required a ratio of one in one 
hundred parts in order for a non-sacred substance 
to nullify teruma. Consequently, a substance which 
is prohibited by rabbinic law, such as this mixture, 
does not negate an obligation by Torah law, as 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Yehuda the obligation to set aside halla nowadays 
applies by Torah law (Rashi). 


Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon deem it exempt 
from the obligation of halla - jiynw van Di an 
abna yap wis: The wording of the baraita indicates 
that Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon disagree with 
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda only with regard to 
the halakha of the halla in this dough, but they con- 
cur that it is not disqualified by one who was ritually 
impure who immersed that day. Yet, a mishna in 
Tevul Yom (3:4) explicitly states that if dough became 
mixed with teruma dough or was leavened with 
leaven of teruma, Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon 
maintain that it is disqualified by the touch of one 
who was ritually impure who immersed that day. 
The reason that this opinion is not mentioned in 
the baraita is that the tanna assumes familiarity 
with the mishna in Tevul Yom. 

The later commentaries explain that this dispute 
is based on a fundamental disagreement concern- 
ing the principle that a permitted food flavored by 
a forbidden food assumes the halakhic status of the 
forbidden food. This principle is stated in connec- 
tion to prohibitions, and the dispute is whether it 
also applies to the halakhot of ritual purity. Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda this principle 
does not apply to impurity, and therefore the 
dough which has absorbed the taste of teruma is 
not disqualified by the touch of an impure person. 
By contrast, Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon maintain 
that the status of the flavored food changes even 
with regard to ritual impurity, and therefore this 
dough is rendered impure by one who was ritually 
impure who immersed that day (Beit Yitzhak). 


BACKGROUND 


Halla - abn: The Torah mandates the giving of a 
portion of dough to the priests (Numbers 15:20-21). 
This portion is called halla and is governed by all the 
halakhot pertaining to teruma, the priests’ portion 
of the crop. The Torah does not specify a measure for 
halla, but the Sages required a private person to give 
one twenty-fourth of his dough and a commercial 
baker to give one forty-eighth. Halla must be taken 
from all dough made from any one of the five types 
of grain, provided that the quantity of flour is at 
least one-tenth of an ephah in volume. If halla is 
not separated, the dough is considered untithed 
and may not be eaten. Today, when all Jews are 
considered ritually impure, halla is governed by 
the same halakhot as ritually impure teruma and 
must be burned. Accordingly, the aforementioned 
measures no longer apply; instead, a small por- 
tion is separated from the dough and burned, after 
which the rest of the dough may be used. 
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BACKGROUND 

Unripe fig [paga], ripening fig [bohal], ripe fig [tze- 
mel] —boxbmia map: These terms refer to three stages 
in the growth of a fig. The first development of an 
unripe fig, called a pag, corresponds to a girl who has 
yet to reach young womanhood. During the second 
stage, until a fig is fit for consumption, it is called bohal, 
meaning that it is ripening. In the third stage, the fig 
becomes fully ripe and is called tzemel. 


Ripening fig 


Ripe fig 


NOTES 


What are the signs — paxo ax: The mishna does 
not specify whether it is referring here to the stage 
of an unripe fig, a ripening fig, or a ripe fig. The early 
commentaries explain that these are the signs of 
grown womanhood (Rashi; Rabbeinu Hananel). The 
commentaries note that these signs are indicative of 
maturity only if the woman has reached the appropri- 
ate age, as they are not more significant than two pubic 
hairs, which have halakhic significance only if the girl 
is of age (Maggid Mishne on Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Ishut 2:7). 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, continued: And I said to them: 
On the contrary, even according to the one who said that teruma 
in the present applies by Torah law, the obligation to separate halla 
applies by rabbinic law, as it is taught in a baraita: The verse states 
with regard to halla: “When you come into the land where I bring 
you... from the first of your dough you shall set apart a cake for a 
gift” (Numbers 15:18-20). If the obligation applies “when you come” 
into the land, one might have thought that it took effect from the 
moment that two or three spies entered the land. Therefore the 
verse states: “When you come,” from which it is derived that the 
Torah is saying: I said that the obligation applies when all of you 
come, and not when some of you come. 


According to this baraita, the separation of halla is an obligation by 
Torah law only when the entire Jewish people come to Eretz Yisrael. 
And when Ezra brought the Jewish people to Eretz Yisrael at the 
beginning of the Second Temple period, not all of them ascended. 
Since the majority of the Jewish people stayed behind, separating 
halla was not restored to the status of an obligation by Torah law. 


MISHNA The Sages stated a parable based on the 


development of the fruit of a fig tree with 
regard to the three stages of development in a woman: Minority, 
young womanhood, and grown womanhood. An unripe fig, a rip- 
ening fig, and a ripe fig.’ An unripe fig represents the stage when 
she is still a child and has not yet developed the signs of puberty; 
a ripening fig represents the days of her young womanhood, 
when she reaches twelve years and one day and has developed two 
pubic hairs. 


With regard to the periods both during this stage, minority, and 
during that stage, young womanhood, the Sages said that her father 
is entitled to any lost object that she finds" that cannot be returned 
to its owner, and to her earnings, and to nullification of her vows." 
Aripe fig represents the stage of grown womanhood: Once she has 
reached her majority, her father no longer has authority over her. 
He can no longer nullify her vows, and he does not have a claim to 
lost objects found by her and her earnings belong to her. 


What are the signs™ that indicate grown womanhood? Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili says: Grown womanhood begins from when her breast 
grows sufficiently so that a fold appears below the breast. Rabbi 
Akiva says: It begins from when the breasts sag onto the chest. Ben 
Azzai says: It begins from when the areola at the tip of the breast 
darkens. Rabbi Yosei says: It begins when the breasts have devel- 
oped to a size where a person places his hand on the nipple and 
it depresses and slows to return. 


HALAKHA 


Her father is entitled to any lost object that she finds - max 
ADYA INA: A father is entitled to lost items that his daughter 
has found and to her earnings, until she becomes a grown woman. 
This is the halakha even if she is not financially dependent upon 
him (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Gezeila VaAveda 17:13 and Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:11; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 270:2 and 
Even HaEzer 37:1). 


And to nullification of her vows — PY mpm: A father may 
nullify his daughter's vows when she is a minor or a young woman, 
i.e., she is aged twelve years and one day and has grown two 
hairs (Shakh). This applies only to vows that involve affliction of 
the girl or that are between him and her, i.e., vows which nega- 
tively impact their relationship (Shakh), even if her vow was taken 
based on the consent of the public (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nedarim 11:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 234:1). 


What are the signs — pya ypg: There are signs of maturity in the 
upper part of a girl's body which are called the upper signs: From 
when the breast has grown enough so that if she were to stretch 
out her arms, it would appear as there is a fold below the breast, 
as stated by Rabbi Yosei HaGelili; from when the areola at the tip 


of the breast darkens, as maintained by ben Azzai; from when the 
breasts have developed to a size where if a hand were placed on 
the nipple, the nipple is depressed and takes time to return to its 
original shape, as stated by Rabbi Yosei; and from when the end 
of the protrusion splits, which is the opinion of Rav Ashi in the 
baraita. In this regard, the Rambam adds: My teachers explain that 
this means from when the protrusion itself splits. 
Other signs are from when the breasts sag onto the chest, 
which is stated by Rabbi Akiva in the mishna; from when the 
breasts knock against each other due to their size, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, in the 
baraita; from when the protuberance above the womb, the mons 
pubis, is surrounded by a circle, which the Rambam maintains 
is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in the baraita; and from when the 
mons pubis softens and is not hard, as stated by Rabbi Shimon 
in the baraita. 
These total eight signs. The Rambam rules that any of these 
signs is sufficient, in accordance with one version of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s statement on the following amud (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Ishut 2:7-8). 
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G E M ARA| The mishna teaches that an unripe fig 


[paga] represents the stage when a 
woman is still a child. The Gemara explains that the meaning 
of the word paga is as it is written: “The fig tree puts forth 
her green fruits [fageha]” (Song of Songs 2:13). The mishna 
further teaches that a ripening fig [bohal] represents the days 
of her young womanhood. The Gemara explains that the 
meaning of this word is as we learned in a mishna (Maasrot 
1:2): The obligation of tithes applies to the figs from when they 
begin to ripen [misheyyibahalu];" and Rabba bar bar Hana 
says that Rav says that this means from when the heads of the 
figs whiten. 


The Gemara adds: And if you wish, say instead that the source 
is from here: “For My soul became impatient of them, and 
their soul also grew in disgust [bahala] toward Me” (Zecha- 
riah 11:8). The verse indicates that this word denotes growth. As 
for the third term in the mishna, a ripe fig [tzemel], it is as one 
would say: A fruit has come forth complete [yatzeta mele‘a]. 


§ The mishna teaches: And what are the signs that indicate 
grown womanhood? Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: Grown 
womanhood begins from when her breast grows sufficiently so 
that a fold appears below the breast. Shmuel says: This does 
not literally mean from when her breast grows sufficiently so 
that a permanent fold appears below the breast. Rather, it 
means that the breast has grown enough so that if she were to 
stretch her hand behind her back, it would appear as though 
her breast has grown sufficiently that there is a fold below 
the breast. 


The Gemara relates that Shmuel examined these stages in his 
Canaanite maidservant, and subsequently gave her four dinars 
as payment for her humiliation. The Gemara notes that in this 
regard Shmuel conforms to his line of reasoning, as Shmuel 
said that the verse: “You may enslave them forever” (Leviticus 
25:46) teaches: I gave them to you for the service of slaves, but 
not for humiliation." Consequently, if a master humiliated his 
Canaanite slave, he must pay him damages. 


The Gemara further relates, with regard to the attitude toward 

maidservants, that Shmuel would designate’ a particular slave 

for each of his maidservants for intercourse, and he would not 
allow his slaves to engage in intercourse with whichever maid- 
servant they chose. By contrast, Rav Nahman would exchange 

his maidservants between his slaves, while Rav Sheshet handed 

his maidservants to an Arab, and said to them: You may engage 

in intercourse with whomever you choose, but take care not to 

engage in intercourse with a Jew. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yosei says: Grown woman- 
hood begins when the breasts have developed to a size where if 
a person places his hand on the nipple [oketz] it depresses and 
slows to return. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of 
oketz? Shmuel said: It means the protrusion [oketz] of the 
breast, i.e., the nipple. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: What are the signs of maturity? 

Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: From when the 

breasts knock against each other, due to their size. Rabbi 

Yohanan ben Beroka says: From when the head of the protru- 
sion in the center of the nipple darkens. The Gemara asks with 

regard to this suggestion: From when it darkens? One thereby 
renders her old, i.e., if one accepts this sign, the beginning of 
maturity is delayed significantly. Rather, Rav Ashi said: From 

when the head of the protrusion splits. Rabbi Yosei says: 

From when the nipple grows to such an extent that it is sur- 
rounded by a circle. Rabbi Shimon says: From when there is 

a softening 


HALAKHA 


The obligation of tithes applies to the figs from 
when they begin to ripen — boxen DINAT: Figs 
are obligated in tithes from when ‘they become soft 
to the extent that twenty-four hours after they are 
gathered, they are fit for consumption (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 2:5). 


| gave them to you for the service of slaves but not 
for humiliation - arab xy van mtia: One may 
not debase his Canaanite slave, neither physically 
nor verbally, as the slave is given to him for service, 
not for humiliation. This halakha is in accordance 
with the practice of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, 
Hilkhot Avadim 9:8). 


NOTES 

Shmuel would designate, etc. — ^2) 1m2 bnw: 
Shmuel wanted to treat his maidservants in a more 
honorable manner and therefore he would not allow 
his slaves the freedom to engage in intercourse with 
them as they saw fit (Rashi). By contrast, Rav Nahman, 
who was not particular with regard to the humiliation 
of his maidservants, would swap the arrangements 
between his slaves and maidservants, whereas Rav 
Sheshet would allow them to engage in intercourse 
even with gentile outsiders (Rashi). Others suggest 
that Rav Nahman would pass each maidservant 
before a slave, so that she should find favor in his 
eyes and he would willingly marry her (Rif). 
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Perek V 
Daf 47 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


What is a Tyrian courtyard which renders food 
brought inside it to be required to be tithed — tmit 
wyna naynw nis ayn: Which type of courtyard 
renders produce brought there obligated in tithes? It 
is any courtyard in which vessels are guarded, as stated 
by Rabbi Shimon; or where people are not ashamed 
0 eat, in accordance with the opinion of Nehemya; or 
where one cannot enter without being asked about his 
purpose there, which is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei; and 
ikewise a courtyard which has two residents or which 
belongs to two partners, where one of them opens it 
and enters, and the other walks through and locks it, 
as stated by Rabbi Akiva (see Jerusalem Talmud). The 
Rambam accepts all these opinions as stringencies, 
in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, following the explanation that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi was referring to a Tyrian courtyard (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 4:8). 


BACKGROUND 


Tyre - i¥: The city of Tyre in Lebanon is one of the 
most ancient cities in the Near East. It is located on the 
shore of the Mediterranean Sea, roughly 23 km north of 
Akko. Tyre was known for its great wealth, as it served 
as a port city for international trade between places 
near the Mediterranean. Merchants from Tyre estab- 
lished settlements in various areas, including North 
Africa, southern Europe, and Mediterranean islands. 
These seafaring, mercantile peoples are also known 
as Phoenicians, and they enabled Tyre to control the 
surrounding regions. 

The impressive wealth of Tyre is described on many 
occasions in the Bible (see, e.g., Ezekiel 26; Zechariah 
9:2-3). It remained an important commercial and politi- 
cal center until the end of the thirteenth century. 

Due to the significance and wealth of the city, vari- 
ous items of good quality are called Tyrian, including 
the widely respected Tyrian coinage. 


Location of Lod 
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of the protuberance above the womb, the mons pubis. 


And Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai would likewise say: The Sages 
provided three signs indicating puberty in a woman below, 
i.e, near her vagina, and they stated three corresponding signs 
above. If a woman has the signs of an unripe fig above, it is 
known that she has not grown two pubic hairs; if she has the 
signs of a ripening fig above, it is known that she has grown 
two hairs; and if she has the signs of a ripe fig above, it is known 
that the protuberance has softened. 


The Gemara asks: What is this protuberance? Rav Huna says: 
There is a swollen place in a woman's body, above that place, a 
euphemism for the vagina. It is initially hard, but when a girl 
grows it increasingly softens. The Sages asked Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi: With regard to the signs of maturity in woman, in accor- 
dance with whose statement is the halakha? He sent them in 
response: The halakha is stringent in accordance with all of 
their statements, i.e., if any one of these signs mentioned by the 
Sages cited above appears in a girl, she must be treated as an adult 
with regard to all stringent aspects of this classification. 


Rav Pappa and Rav Hinnana, son of Rav Ika, disagree about 
the context of this statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that the 
halakha is stringent in accordance with all of the Sages’ state- 
ments. One of them teaches it with regard to this matter, of a 
woman's signs of puberty, and the other one teaches it with 
regard to the case of a Tyrian courtyard, as we learned in a 
mishna (Ma‘asrot 3:5): What is a Tyrian courtyard, which ren- 
ders food brought inside it to be required to be tithed?" Rabbi 
Shimon says: A Tyrian courtyard is one inside of which vessels 
are safe. 


The Sages discuss this mishna: What is the meaning of a Tyrian 
courtyard? Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: 
The courtyard is called by this name as the custom in the city 
of Tyre’ is to place a watchman at the entrance of the courtyard 
to guard the articles inside. Consequently, any courtyard in 
which vessels are safe is called a Tyrian courtyard. Rabbi Akiva 
says: In any courtyard where there is no permanent watchman 
who locks and unlocks it, but rather one of its residents opens 
the courtyard and another one locks it, e.g., a courtyard shared 
by several partners, each of whom can do as he chooses without 
asking the other, the produce inside it is exempt from the obliga- 
tion of separating tithe, as such a courtyard is not considered one 
in which vessels are safe. 


Rabbi Nehemya says: Any courtyard which is hidden from the 
gaze of outsiders, and therefore a person is not ashamed to eat 
inside it, that courtyard renders produce inside it obligated to 
have tithe separated from it. Rabbi Yosei says: Any courtyard 
that one who does not live there can enter it, and the residents 
do not say to him: What do you want here, produce inside such 
a courtyard is exempt from tithe. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: If there are two courtyards, one within the 
other, positioned in such a manner that the residents of the inner 
courtyard cannot enter their houses without passing through the 
outer courtyard, whereas the residents of the outer courtyard do 
not traverse the inner one, the inner courtyard renders any pro- 
duce located inside it obligated to have tithe separated from it, 
but produce located in the outer courtyard is exempt from tithe. 
It is not safe, as residents of a different courtyard pass freely 
through it. 
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According to the opinion of one of the amora’im mentioned above, i.e., 
either Rav Pappa or Rav Hinnana, son of Rav Ika, it was with regard 
to this issue that the Sages asked Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: In accor- 
dance with whose statement is the halakha? He said to them: The 
halakha is stringent in accordance with all of the Sages’ statements. 
In other words, with regard to any courtyard in which produce must 
be tithed according to any of these opinions, the halakha is that tithe 
must be separated from this produce. 


MI SHN An girl twelve years and one day old who grew 


two pubic hairs is classified as a young woman. 
Six months later, she becomes a grown woman. But a woman who is 
twenty years old who did not grow two pubic hairs" and was never 
classified as a young woman shall bring proof that she is twenty years 
old, and from that point forward she assumes the status of a sexually 
underdeveloped woman [ailonit], who is incapable of bearing chil- 
dren. If she married and her husband died childless, she neither per- 
forms halitza nor does she enter into levirate marriage, as the mitzva 
of levirate marriage applies only to a woman capable of conceiving a 
child. An ailonit is excluded from that mitzva. 


In the case of a man who is twenty years old who did not grow two 
pubic hairs, they shall bring proof that he is twenty years old and he 
assumes the status of a sexually underdeveloped man [saris], who is 
excluded from the mitzva of levirate marriage. Therefore, if his married 
brother dies childless, he neither performs halitza nor enters into 
levirate marriage with his yevama. This is the statement of Beit Hillel. 
Beit Shammai say: For both this case of a woman and that case of 
a man, they shall bring proof that they are eighteen years old, and 
they assume the status of a sexually underdeveloped woman and man 
respectively. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The status of the male is determined in accor- 
dance with the statement of Beit Hillel, i.e., he assumes the status of 
a sexually underdeveloped man at the age of twenty; and the status of 
the female is determined in accordance with the statement of Beit 
Shammai, i.e., she assumes the status of a sexually underdeveloped 
woman at the age of eighteen. The reason is that the woman is quick 
to reach physical maturity, and reaches that stage before the man 
reaches physical maturity. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that a sexually underde- 

veloped man does not enter into levirate mar- 
riage with the widow of his childless brother. And the Gemara raises 
a contradiction from another mishna (Yevamot 96b): A boy who is 
nine years and one day old, who has not developed two hairs, and a 
man who is twenty years old who has not grown two hairs, are one 
and the same to me" with regard to levirate marriage, in that if they 
engaged in intercourse with the widow of their childless brother, this 
levirate marriage is partially effective, to the extent that this woman 
requires both a bill of divorce and halitza. 


Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak says that Rav says in explanation of the ruling 
of the mishna here: And this halakha applies only in a case where 
he developed physical signs of a sexually underdeveloped man 
(see Yevamot 80b) by the age of twenty. By contrast, the mishna in 
Yevamot is referring to one who did not develop signs of a sexually 
underdeveloped man. Rava said: The language of the mishna is also 
precise, as it teaches: And he is a sexually underdeveloped man, 
which indicates that he had already developed physical signs of such a 
condition. The Gemara concludes: Conclude from it that this is the 
correct interpretation of the mishna. 


The Gemara asks a question with regard to the halakha itself: And in 
a case where he does not develop the signs of a sexually underde- 
veloped man, until what age is he considered a minor? Rabbi Hiyya 
teaches: Until most of his years have passed," i.e., until he reaches the 
age of thirty-five, halfway to seventy, which is the standard length ofa 
person's life. 


HALAKHA 


Awoman who is twenty years old who did not grow 
two pubic hairs — *nw nWIT xy my on wy na 
min: Ifa woman reaches the age of twenty without 
growing two pubic hairs and exhibits the signs of an 
ailonit, she is considered an ailonit. Once she reaches 
the age of thirty-five without growing two pubic hairs, 
she is considered an ailonit even if she did not exhibit 
the signs of an ailonit. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Ishut 2:4-5; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer155:13). 


A boy nine years and one day old and a man twenty 
years old...are one and the same to me, etc. — b y 
g Dwy {a b THN) TIN on Dw yon 12: With regard 
to a man who reached the age ‘of thirteen years and 
one day and failed to develop two pubic hairs, even if 
he showed the signs of sexual underdevelopment, he 
is nevertheless considered a minor until his twentieth 
year. If he reached the age of twenty, i.e., thirty days 
into his twentieth year (Ra’avad), and showed the signs 
of a sexually underdeveloped man, he has the status 
of adults. 

If he does not show the signs of a sexually underde- 
veloped man he remains a minor until he develops two 
pubic hairs or reaches the age of thirty-five and one 
day. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak citing Rav, and in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Ishut 2:11). 


NOTES 


Until most of his years have passed — wniaw 319 1X: 
The early commentaries disagree as to the precise age 
when most of one’s years are considered to have passed. 
Some say that it means exactly thirty-six years of age. 
According to the verse, this is the majority of one’s life, 
as the verse states: “The days of our years are seventy” 
(Psalms 90:10), from which it can be inferred that half 
of one's years are thirty-five, and anything beyond that 
is most of his years (Ran; Rashbam, Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola, and Nimmukei Yosef on Bava Batra 155b; 
Tur, Even HaEzer 155). Others maintain that since thirty 
days are considered as a year, the majority of one’s life 
is thirty-five years and thirty days (Rema), or thirty-five 
years and one day (Rambam; see Divrei Hamudot). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar - 39312 D1 31: This Sage from the 


last generation o 


tanna’im is mentioned in the Tosefta and 


in baraitot, although not in the Mishna. He was a primary 


disciple of Rabbi 
statements he ci 


that he was one of 


raise funds for th 
together histori 
Yehuda, and Rab 


also among the las 


Elazar ben Shammua, and most of the 
es are in this teacher's name. It is related 
the emissaries sent to Babylonia to 
e scholars of Eretz Yisrael. He is grouped 
cally with Rabbi Dostai, son of Rabbi 
bi Dostai, son of Rabbi Yannai, who were 
of the tanna’im. 


A Sage by the name of Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar is men- 


tioned in relation 
of Eretz Yisrael, w 


Hananya to dete 


o an important mission of the Sages 
o wanted to quash the attempts of 
rmine the calendar outside Eretz Yisrael. 


Based on the timeline of these events, this was apparently 
a different Sage of the same name. 


326 


NIDDA ` PEREK V ` 47B: 


mAT pa 


on KOITI p> NX D 
ION TIN AVIAN aT TDN 
PUI - DMI ITT FAWN : am 
nya paan XOTI nan INT 

INNA NaN 


nyg- spre asa KDT: WN 
sho an - pat ay NA ny) 
PINY- pn 


NOT AAT WI NP? Nowa 
TY NPS SAND? NOT" DY” 
pah 


VIN WD 12 Di DTA TIN 
wy my swe a1 own 
KIT- op owhy magn ney 
main pr yar bb onwy nws 
MSY My Ming mw bam 
rows kenya - D) phy man 

appt hg? mpy niw 


392 Ja DY ATH aT KAbwa 
- XT NOW MID- KI NUP xb 
KUP zb hg ‘boa maa 


The Gemara relates: When people would come before Rabbi Hiyya 
to inquire about someone who had reached the age of puberty but 
had not yet developed the physical signs of maturity, if the person 
in question was thin, he would say to them: Go and fatten him up 
before we decide on his status. If he was fat, Rabbi Hiyya would say 
to them: Go and make him thin. As these signs indicating puberty 
sometimes come due to thinness and sometimes they come due 
to fatness. It is therefore possible that after his bodily shape is prop- 
erly adjusted this individual will develop the signs indicating puberty 
and will not have the status of a sexually underdeveloped man. 


§ Rav said: The halakha in this entire chapter with regard to all of 
the places where an age is mentioned in years is that even when the 
phrase: And one day, is not explicitly noted, they are all calculated 
from the time of year of birth until that same time of year in the age 
specified. And Ulla said: With regard to cases where we learned in 
the mishna a quantity of years including the phrase: And one day, 
we learned that the reference is to full years; and with regard to cases 
where we did not learn this phrase, i.e., where a quantity of years is 
mentioned in the mishna without the phrase: And one day, we did 
not learn it, and part of the final year is equivalent to a whole year. 


The Gemara discusses these two opinions. Granted, according to 
Ulla, this is the reason that the tanna teaches there, in previous 
mishnayot (44b, 45a, 45b): And one day; and here, in this mishna, 
the tanna does not teach this phrase. But according to Rav, let the 
tanna be consistent and teach this phrase in all cases, including the 
mishna here. 


And furthermore, it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei ben 
Keifar’ says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer with regard to the hala- 
khot of a sexually underdeveloped man and a sexually underdevel- 
oped woman: The twentieth year, of which thirty days have passed, 
i.e, from the age of nineteen and thirty days, is considered like the 
twentieth year in all regards;" and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi similarly 
issued a practical ruling of halakha in the city of Lod,’ that the 
eighteenth year of which thirty days have passed is considered like 
the eighteenth year in all regards. 


Granted, according to the opinion of Ulla, it is not difficult that 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is referring to the eighteenth year whereas 
Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar discusses the twentieth year, as this state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Shammai with regard to the age of a sexually underdeveloped 
woman, and that statement of Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. But according to the opinion 
of Rav, who maintains that full years are required for a sexually 
underdeveloped man or woman, this baraita poses a difficulty. 


HALAKHA 


The twentieth year of which thirty days have passed is con- 
sidered like the twentieth year in all regards - mwy naw 
PT bab onwy maw wenn of owbw mayan eye: Ifa 
twenty-year- old woman developed the signs of an ailonit, she 
is considered an adult with regard to performing refusal and 
similar matters, retroactively from when she was twelve, even 


Lod - 1%: Lod was one of the oldest towns in Judea. The Sages 
maintain that Lod dates back to the time of Joshua, son of Nun. 
Due to its location at the center of the coastal region, it was an 
important city for many generations. 

As it was situated at the heart of a fertile agricultural area, Lod 
was a commercial center, while due to its position at the cross- 
roads of Eretz Yisrael, it also served as an administrative center. 
In the talmudic period there was a large Jewish community 
in Lod, headed by well-known Sages, including the tanna‘im 


BACKGROUND 


if she later grew two hairs (Rema). A woman aged nineteen 
years and thirty days has the status of a twenty-year-old, as 
thirty days in a year are considered a year. Some say that she is 
considered twenty years old only when she is within thirty days 
of her twentieth birthday (see Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Ishut zn; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:12). 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus the Great and Rabbi Tarfon. Several 
significant ordinances were instituted in the upper chamber of 
the house of Nitza, in Lod. After the bar Kokheva revolt, the town 
remained an important place of Torah, the center for scholars in 
the south of Eretz Yisrael. Among the great amora‘im who lived 
there were Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, Rabbi Simlai, Rabbi Yitzhak 
bar Nahmani, Rabbi Aha, and Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi and his 
son, Rabbi Yehuda. 
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The Gemara answers that this matter is a dispute between tanna’im, 
and Rav maintains in accordance with the opinion that full years are 
required. As it is taught in a baraita: Full years are required with 
regard to the period of one year stated with regard to sacrificial 
animals, e.g., “a lamb in its first year” (Leviticus 12:6); the one year 
stated with regard to houses of walled cities," during which one 
can redeem a house he has sold in a walled city (see Leviticus 25:29); 
and the two years stated with regard to an ancestral field," during 
which one cannot yet redeem an ancestral field he has sold (see 
Leviticus 25:15). 


The six years stated with regard to a Hebrew slave (see Exodus 21:2) 
and similarly the years of a son and of a daughter, as will be 
explained, all of these are years from the time of the first year until 
that same time of year in the year specified," i.e., these periods are 
units of whole years instead of expiring on predetermined dates, as 
at the end of the calendar year. This supports the opinion of Rav that 
the years mentioned with regard to a sexually underdeveloped man 
or woman are full years. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the one year stated 
with regard to sacrificial animals is calculated by whole years and 
not by calendar years? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said that the verse 
states: “A lamb in its first year” (Leviticus 12:6). Since the verse 
does not state: A one-year-old lamb, it means a year based on 
calculation ofits life, and not a year of the universal count, i.e., the 
calendar year. 


The Gemara further asks: From where do we derive the halakha that 
the one year stated with regard to houses of walled cities is calcu- 
lated by a whole year and not by calendar year? The verse states: 

“Then he may redeem it within a whole year after it is sold, for a full 
year he shall have the right of redemption” (Leviticus 25:29). The 
verse is referring to a year counted from the day ofits own sale, and 
not the year of the universal count. From where do we derive 
that the two years stated with regard to an ancestral field are 
whole years? The verse states: “According the number of years after 
the Jubilee you shall buy from your neighbor, and according to 
the number 


All of these are years from the time of the first year until that 


same time of year specified — nyy nya 


tioned with regard to a son and a daughter, valuations, and other 


HALAKHA 
the calendar, which can be regular or intercalated, in accordance 
te: All the years men- with the decision of the court (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
[shut 2:21, and Mishne LaMelekh there). 


halakhot, are not counted by lunar years or solar years, but by 


Perek V 
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of years of the crops he shall sell to you” (Leviticus 25:15). The 
plural form of both “years” and “crops” indicates that the number of 
years does not necessarily correspond to the quantity of crops. Con- 
sequently, sometimes you might sell three yields of crops in two 
years." If one purchases a field in the summer, when the produce 
has not yet been harvested, and he harvests that yield and subse- 
quently grows and harvests two more crops before the completion 
of the whole two years, he will have gained three yields in less than 
two years. 


NOTES 


The one year stated with regard to houses of walled 
cities — Main w naa mPay mw: The various halakhot 
of houses of walled cities are discussed in the ninth chapter 
of tractate Arakhin. The source in the Torah for this topic is 
Leviticus 25:29-30. The basic halakha is that if one sells a 
house located in a walled city, he has the right to redeem 
that house for up to a year of the sale. If he fails to do 
so, the house becomes the permanent possession of the 
purchaser. 


The two years stated with regard to an ancestral field — 
many MIWA Dw mW: The details of the halakhot of the 
sale of ancestral fields are clarified in tractate Arakhin. 
Whoever sells an ancestral field is permitted, and even 
commanded, to redeem his field from the buyer. But he 
may not do so within two years of the sale. If he did not 
redeem the field by the Jubilee Year, the field reverts to the 
possession of the seller, as the sale of land in Eretz Yisrael 
is merely temporary, until the Jubilee. When the owner 
redeems the field from the buyer, the redemption price of 
the field varies, reflecting the number of years that the field 
would have remained in the buyer's possession. 

It should be noted that only years when the field yields 
produce are counted; the Sabbatical Year, and likewise 
years of blight and mildew, are disregarded. By contrast, as 
one sells the field based on the number of years, not the 
number of yields, if he sold it at the end of the year when 
it was full of produce, the purchaser may return it to him 
two years later when it is empty of produce. 


NOTES 
Sometimes you might sell three yields of crops in two 
years - Dw nwa nian mwow spin MAW onaya: Rashi 
explains that the plural term “years” indicates a minimum 
of two. When the verse states “crops,” this means all the 
crops of two years, i.e., even a third yield that grew in those 
two years (see Rashi and Josafot on Arakhin 18b). 
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The Gemara asks: From where do we derive the halakha that the 

six years stated with regard to a Hebrew slave is calculated by 

whole years? The Gemara answers that the verse states: “Six years 

he shall work, and in the seventh he shall go out free for nothing” 
(Exodus 21:2). The word “and” in the phrase “and in the seventh” 
indicates that he shall also work" in the seventh calendar year, if six 

full years have not passed since he was sold. For example, if he was 

sold in the month of Nisan, it means that five years and six months 

have passed when Tishrei, the first month of the seventh year, 
arrives; he has not yet completed six years of service, and he must 

work in this seventh calendar year as well, until the date on which 

he was sold. 


The baraita mentions the years of a son and of a daughter among 
those calculated as full years. The Gemara asks: With regard to 
what halakha is this stated? Rav Giddel says that Rav says: With 
regard to valuations, i.e., the age of a valuated male or female is 
calculated in whole years from the date of his birth, not by calendar 
years. And Rav Yosef says: The halakha is stated with regard to 
the matters taught in our fifth chapter in tractate Nidda, which is 
named after its opening words: Yotze Dofen, meaning an offspring 
born by caesarean section. In other words, when a mishna in this 
chapter mentions years, it means full years, even when it does not 
state this explicitly. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Do you and Rav disagree with regard to 
this matter? In other words, as you interpreted the mention of a son 
and a daughter differently, does each of you reject the halakhic 
application of the other? Rav Yosef said to Abaye: No, he said one 
matter, and I said one different matter, but we do not disagree. 


The Gemara notes: And this, too, stands to reason, as if it enters 
your mind that they disagree with regard to this matter, then the 
one who said full years are required for determining valuations 
does not say that full years are necessary for the halakhot of this 
chapter, Yotze Dofen. But doesn’t Rav say, like Rav Yosef, that the 
halakha in this entire chapter with regard to all of the places where 
an age is mentioned in years is that even when the phrase: And one 
day, is not explicitly noted, they are all calculated from the time of 
year of birth until that same time of year in the age specified, not by 
calendar years? 


The Gemara asks: But if that is correct, then according to Rav, who 
is the one who said that full years are required for determining 
valuations, what is the reason that he does not say in his interpreta- 
tion of the baraita that full years are required for the halakhot of 
Yotze Dofen? The Gemara answers: Rav maintains that the years of 
a son and of a daughter mentioned in the baraita are similar to 
those other cases mentioned in the baraita: Just as those numbers 
of years are written in the Torah, so too these years of a son and of 
a daughter are referring to matters where the years are written in 
the Torah, i.e., the years of valuations, unlike the topics discussed 
in Yotze Dofen, where the years are not mentioned explicitly in 
the Torah. 


NOTES 


And in the seventh, and in the seventh indicates that he shall 
also work — tia» 19 mwaga Nyawar: The commentaries 
disagree concerning this derivation from the verse: “Six years he 
shall work and in the seventh he shall go out free for nothing.” 
The basic issue is whether the phrase “and in the seventh” should 
be read as part of the previous phrase, without a comma, i.e., six 
years he shall work and in the seventh, or whether it is part of the 
second clause of the verse. 

According to Rashi, the phrase “and in the seventh’ is referring 
back to the previous part of the verse, i.e., he shall work six full 


years and even in the seventh calendar year, as his six years end 
on the same date they begun (see Maharam and Maharsha). 
Others maintain that the phrase “and in the seventh” should be 
read together with the end of the verse. According to this opinion, 
the Gemara is saying that one should not think that thirty days 
of the sixth year is enough, despite the fact that thirty days of a 
year generally is considered a year, as “in the seventh he shall 
go out free for nothing,’ i.e, he must work until the very begin- 
ning of the seventh year (Josafot, as explained by Maharsha and 
Maharam). 
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The Gemara asks: And how would the other amora, Rav Yosef, 
respond to this contention? The Gemara answers: He would main- 
tain that ifthe baraita were referring to the years of valuations, which 
are written in the Torah, then this expression in the baraita: Of a 
son and of a daughter, is unsuitable. Rather, the baraita should 
have stated: Of the male and of the female, which are the terms 
the Torah uses with regard to valuations, whereas the terms: Son 
and daughter, are used in Yotze Dofen. 


§ Rav Yitzhak bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Elazar” says: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben 
Keifar, who said his ruling in the name of Rabbi Eliezer, that a man 
nineteen years and thirty days of age who has not developed signs 
of puberty is deemed a sexually underdeveloped man. In this regard, 
the Gemara relates that Rabbi Zeira’ said: May it be God's will that 
I merit to ascend to Eretz Yisrael, and that I learn this halakha 
from the mouth of its Master, Rabbi Elazar. 


The Gemara recounts that when Rabbi Zeira eventually ascended 
to Eretz Yisrael he indeed found Rabbi Elazar and said to him: Did 
you say that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar? Rabbi Elazar said to him: I said that it 
stands to reason that the halakha is in accordance with his opinion. 
He elaborated: From the fact that throughout the entire chapter 
the Mishna teaches: And one day, but here, in the last mishna, it 
does not teach this phrase, one can conclude from it that it stands 
to reason that there is a reason for this discrepancy, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Elazar — awhy 19: In the Gemara, citations o 
Rabbi Elazar, with no patronymic, refer to Rabbi Elazar 
ben Pedat, a second-generation amora in Eretz Yisrael. 
He was born in Babylonia, and was a student of both 
Rav and Shmuel. In his youth, he immigrated to Eretz 
Yisrael, married there, and became the primary studen 
of Rabbi Yohanan. The connection between them was 
so close that when the Gemara raises a contradiction 
between their statements, it also indicates surprise tha 
they would hold different opinions. 


Rabbi Zeira — xt 137: One of the greatest of the 
third generation of Babylonian amora’im, Rabbi Zeira 
was educated in the Babylonian tradition and stud- 
ied mainly with the disciples of Rav and Shmuel. He 
immigrated to Eretz Yisrael, where he studied under 
Rabbi Yohanan and was a colleague of Rabbi Yohanan’s 
foremost disciples. When Rabbi Zeira reached Eretz 
Yisrael he was extremely impressed by the method 
of learning he found there, which he adopted in full. 
Accordingly, he undertook one hundred fasts to help 
him forget the Babylonian method of learning. He also 
fasted so that the fires of Gehenna should not rule over 
him.When he performed tests to see if fire would affect 
him, the calves of his legs were burned. For this reason 
he became known as the short man with the scorched 
calves (Bava Metzia 85a). Rabbi Zeira was famous for his 
great piety, his modesty, and his affable, accommodat- 
ing nature. He was greatly loved and honored by his 
peers. Rabbi Zeira had many disciples throughout Eretz 
Yisrael, and his statements are widely quoted in both 
the Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. He 
had a son who was also a Sage, Rabbi Ahava. 
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This chapter discussed the dispute between tanna’im as to whether a woman who 
gave birth via caesarean section has the status of a woman after natural childbirth. 
The dispute focuses on the ramifications both with regard to impurity and purity, and 
the offerings she is obligated to bring. 


Some maintain that the halakha regarding the status of a woman after a caesarean sec- 
tion is derived from the verse: “Ifa woman conceives and gives birth” (Leviticus 12:2), 
which teaches that for the halakhot of a woman after childbirth to apply, she must 
give birth from the same place where she conceived. This interpretation excludes a 
birth by caesarean section. 


Others contend that the phrase: “But if she gives birth to a female” (Leviticus 12:5), 
teaches that a birth by caesarean section has the status of childbirth in all respects. 
This derivation is based on the explanation that once the Torah has stated: “Ifa 
woman conceives and gives birth to a male,’ there was no need for it to add: “And 


if she gives birth to a female,” as it could simply have written: “And if it is a female.” 


The seemingly superfluous mention of the phrase “gives birth” indicates that other 
types of birth are also included, i.e., a caesarean section. 


With regard to the definition of a menstruating woman, who is rendered impure 
through the emission of blood, the Sages derive from the verse: “And if a woman 
has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood” (Leviticus 15:19 ), that it is the blood 
which emerges from the uterus that renders a woman impure. Furthermore, it is 
derived from the phrase “her issue in her flesh is blood” that once the blood reaches 
the vagina, even ifit did not leave the woman’s body, she has the status of a menstruat- 
ing woman. In this regard the impurity of a menstruating woman differs from that of 
both a zav and a man who experienced a seminal emission, about whom it is stated: 
“When any man has an issue out of his flesh” (Leviticus 15:2), and: “And if the flow 
of seed go out from a man” (Leviticus 15:16), which indicate that the flow must go 
out of their bodies for them to become ritually impure. 


It was further clarified in this chapter that the reference to a woman in the verse “And 
ifa woman has an issue” refers to a girl or woman of any age, and it even includes the 
case of a one-day-old baby girl who emitted blood; she too becomes impure. 


In addition, the chapter also addressed the developmental stages of a woman and 
how they are relevant to various areas of halakha: Until what age is a girl considered a 
minor? When does she reach the age of young womanhood? When does she achieve 
grown womanhood? In this context, the chapter listed the various physical signs 
indicating puberty and explored their halakhic significance. 


Summary of 
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And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her 
flesh is blood, she shall be in her menstruation seven 
days, and whoever touches her shall be impure until 
the evening. 


(Leviticus 15:19) 


A woman is rendered impure as a menstruating woman by Torah law only when 
she actually sees a discharge of blood that emanated from her uterus, not merely 
blood on her body or a stain on her garment. This is derived from the verse: “And 
if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood” (Leviticus 15:19). The 
phrase “her issue in her flesh” indicates that she becomes impure due to menstrua- 
tion only if she senses that she emitted blood from her uterus, as opposed to merely 
discovering a stain. 


This is the halakha only with regard to Torah law. Due to various concerns, the Sages 
decreed that a woman who discovers a stain is likewise impure. The extent and details 
of this halakha are the subject of a later chapter, Chapter Eight. One of the important 
issues involves the question of timing. By rabbinic decree, a woman who discovers a 
stain has to assume an emission of blood, but she does not know when this emission 
occurred. As a result, she does not know from when she should begin counting her 
seven menstrual days and the subsequent eleven days of ziva. 


This issue in turn leads to various problematic cases, e.g., that of a woman who dis- 
covered a stain on a garment that she wore for three days during the days on which 
she can assume the status of a zava. If the size of the stain is equivalent to the area 
of at least three split beans, perhaps one should be concerned that this stain is due 
to three emissions on three days, each of which was the requisite measure of at least 
one split bean. If so, the woman would be a greater zava. 


Before these issues are addressed, the chapter first completes the discussion of signs 
of maturation that began in the previous chapter. In this regard, the chapter deals with 
the appearance of the lower sign of puberty, two pubic hairs, as well as the upper sign, 
the development of the breasts. The assumption, according to one opinion among 
the tanna’im, is that the lower signs invariably appear first. The question is raised with 
regard to the status of a female whose upper sign has appeared, but no pubic hairs 
are discovered upon examination. 


The chapter also deals tangentially with other matters where there are two asym- 
metrical halakhot. They are mentioned together here for structural reasons, due to 
the similar form of the various rulings, and they involve varied areas of halakha, such 
as ritual purity and impurity, judges and witnesses, tithes and gifts for the poor. 
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MI SHNA If the lower sign" of puberty, two pubic hairs, 


appeared in a young woman before the upper 
sign," development of the breasts, appeared, then she is an adult, as the 
pubic hairs are an unequivocal sign. Therefore, if her childless husband 
died and she came before her husband’s brother [yavam] for levirate 
marriage, she either performs the ritual through which a yavam 
frees a yevama of her levirate bonds [halitza] or enters into levirate 
marriage with her husband's brother. 


If the upper sign indicating puberty appeared before the lower sign 
appeared, i.e., the two pubic hairs are not visible, although that order 
of development is apparently impossible, Rabbi Meir says: In fact, it is 
possible for the breasts to develop before the growth of two pubic 
hairs, and the concern is that the two hairs did not grow and fall out but 
rather they never grew in the first place, which would mean that she 
remains a minor. Therefore, if her childless husband dies, she neither 
performs halitza nor does she enter into levirate marriage with her 
husband's brother. 


And the Rabbis say: She has reached majority, and therefore if her 
childless husband dies she either performs halitza or enters into levi- 
rate marriage with her husband’s brother. That is due to the fact that 
the Sages said: It is possible for the lower sign of puberty to appear 
before the upper sign appears; but it is impossible for the upper sign 


to appear before the lower sign appears. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that Rabbi Meir and the 
Rabbis disagree with regard to the halakha when 
the upper sign of puberty appears before the lower sign. The mishna 
stated about that case: Although that order of development is impos- 
sible. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But the mishna explicitly states that 
it is referring to a situation where the upper sign did appear before the 
lower one. The Gemara explains: When the mishna states that it did 
appear, that is according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who maintains 
that such an occurrence is possible, whereas when the mishna teaches: 
Although that order of development is impossible, it is referring to the 
opinion of the Rabbis, who contend that it is not possible. 


The Gemara objects: But why is it necessary at all to mention the phrase: 
Although that order of development is impossible. Instead, let the 

mishna simply teach: If the upper sign of puberty appeared, Rabbi 

Meir says: She neither performs halitza nor does she enter into levi- 
rate marriage with her husband’s brother; and the Rabbis say: She 

either performs halitza or enters into levirate marriage with her hus- 
band’s brother. And I would know that the ruling of the Rabbis is due 

to the fact that it is impossible for the upper sign of puberty to appear 
before the lower sign. 


The Gemara explains: If the mishna had not taught: Although that order 
of development is impossible, I would say that with regard to most 
women the lower sign appears first, before the upper sign; but in a 
minority of women, the upper sign appears first. And Rabbi Meir, who 
rules that she is a minor who may not perform either halitza or enter into 
levirate marriage, conforms to his standard line of reasoning, that one 
must be concerned for the minority. In other words, Rabbi Meir takes 
into account the minority of women in whom the upper sign appears 
first, and therefore he considers her to be a minor. And the Rabbis 
likewise conform to their standard line of reasoning that one need not 
be concerned for the minority, and therefore they consider the young 
woman to have reached majority. 


HALAKHA 


If the lower sign appeared before the upper sign - janan pyp xa 


typically grows has the status of a young woman (Rambam Sefer 


hyn Ka Kow “yY: A girl aged at least twelve years and one day who Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:1). 
developed two hairs on her lower body in the places where hair 


NOTES 


The lower sign — jinnan pao: This sign is the 
growth of two pubic hairs. It is called the lower 
sign because it is located in the lower portion 
of the body, whereas the upper sign is located 
in the upper portion of the body. The specifics 
of this sign are not stated here, although they 
are discussed in somewhat further detail later in 
the chapter. The Rambam writes (Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Ishut 2:17) that the pubic hairs constitute 
a sign of having reached majority only if certain 
conditions are met. First, they must be located 
in the pubic area, broadly defined. In addition, 
he two hairs must be in close proximity to each 
other. The hairs must also have follicles, although 
hey can share one follicle. If there are two fol- 
icles alongside one another, they constitute a 
sign even if they do not contain hair, based on 
he assumption that there are no follicles without 
hair, and therefore there must have been hairs 
hat fell out. 
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And this statement, that one can rely on the assumption that if a 
woman has the upper sign then she certainly has the lower sign, 
while the minority of cases are not taken into account, applies only 
in an ordinary case, where the woman was not examined to deter- 
mine if she had the lower sign. But in a case where we examined 
her and did not find the lower sign, one might say that the Rabbis 
concede to Rabbi Meir that the upper sign appeared before the 
lower sign, and therefore she neither performs halitza nor enters 
into levirate marriage with her husband’s brother. 


Therefore, the mishna teaches us that according to the Rabbis it is 
impossible for the upper sign to precede the lower sign, which 
means that even if she was examined and no lower sign was found, 
the assumption is that the two hairs of the lower sign had certainly 
appeared, but later they fell out. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Granted, according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir, who holds that it is possible for the upper sign to 
precede the lower, that accounts for that verse which is written 
with regard to a maturing young woman: “And you increased and 
grew up, and you came to excellent beauty; your breasts were 
fashioned, and your hair was grown” (Ezekiel 16:7). This verse 
mentions the upper sign before the lower sign. But according to 
the opinion of the Rabbis, the verse should have said the reverse, 
first stating “your hair has grown,” and then stating “your breasts 
were fashioned” The Gemara answers that this is what the verse is 
saying: Since your breasts were fashioned, it is known that your 
hair was already grown. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: Granted, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, this accounts for that which is written: 
“When they from Egypt bruised your breasts for the sprouting 
forth of your young womanhood” (Ezekiel 23:21). This verse, 
which compares the Jewish people to a promiscuous girl, describes 
how, in her childhood, Egyptian men would play with her by press- 
ing her breasts in order to engage in licentious sexual intercourse 
with her when she became a young woman, i.e., once the pubic 
hairs that indicate puberty developed. This indicates that it is pos- 
sible for the upper sign to appear before the lower sign. But accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Rabbis, the verse should have said 
the reverse. 


The Gemara similarly answers that this is what the verse is saying: 
Since your breasts appeared, it is known that the pubic hairs, 
which are the sign of your young womanhood, have already 
appeared. Or if you wish, say instead: What is the meaning of the 
phrase: The sprouting forth of [shedei] your young womanhood? 
It is not speaking of the lower sign, but rather of the upper sign, i.e., 
the entire verse is written in reference to the breasts, shadayim in 
Hebrew. And this is what the Holy One, Blessed be He, is saying 
to the Jewish people: 


Although your breasts began to develop, you still did not reform 
your ways, and you continued to act licentiously. And furthermore, 
even when your breasts grew fully, you also did not reform 
your ways. 
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§ The Gemara asks: In any event, everyone, both Rabbi Meir and 
the Rabbis, agrees that we rely on the lower sign. From where do 
we derive that we rely exclusively on the lower sign and do not 
require the appearance of the upper sign as well? Rav Yehuda said 
that Rav said, and likewise a Sage of the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
taught: The verse states: “A man or woman, when they commit 
any of the sins of men” (Numbers 5:6). The Torah thereby ren- 
dered a woman equal to a man with regard to all punishments of 
the Torah. Just as a man is considered to have reached majority 
based on one sign, i.e., the lower sign of two pubic hairs, so too, a 
woman reaches majority based on one sign, the lower sign. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But one can say that although a 
woman's status, like that of a man, depends on one sign, in the case 
ofa woman she reaches majority either through this, the lower sign, 
or that, the upper sign. From where is it derived that it must be 
specifically the lower sign? The Gemara answers: This is based on 
the same comparison of men and women. Her halakha is like that 
of a man: Just as a man reaches majority based on the lower sign 
and not the upper sign, as this is not applicable to him, so too, 
a woman reaches majority based on the lower sign and not the 


upper sign. 


The Gemara notes that this halakha, that the lower sign is sufficient 
by itself for a woman, is also taught in a baraita. Rabbi Eliezer, son 
of Rabbi Tzadok, said: This is how the Sages would explain it 
in the study hall of Yavne. They said: Once the lower sign has 
appeared, we no longer concern ourselves with the appearance of 
the upper sign" in order to establish a woman's status, as she is 
considered to have reached her majority by virtue of the lower sign. 


§ It is taught in a baraita, with regard to the appearance of signs 
indicating puberty in young women, that Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says:" In the case of young women who reside in cities, the 
lower sign appears more quickly than the upper sign, because they 
frequent the bathhouses, which stimulates the growth of the hair. 
By contrast, in the case of young women who reside in villages, the 
upper sign appears more quickly than the lower sign, because they 
grind with mills,“ which develops their breasts. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: There are differences in the rate 
of development of the breasts. In the case of the daughters of the 
wealthy, the growth of the breast on the right side arrives more 
quickly than that of the left side, as it rubs against their upper body 
cloaks, which are worn by the wealthy. By contrast, in the case of 
the daughters of the poor, the growth of the breast on the left side 
arrives more quickly than that of the right side, because they draw 
jugs of water on that side. And if you wish, say instead that the left 
breast develops more quickly because they carry their younger 
brothers on their left sides. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The growth of the breast on the left 
side arrives before that of the right side. Rabbi Hanina, son of the 

brother of Rabbi Yehoshua, says: It never occurred that the growth 

of the breast on the left side arrived before that of the right side, 
except for the case of one young woman who was in my neighbor- 
hood, as the growth of the breast on her left side arrived before that 
of the right side, and later the right breast returned to its normal 

condition and developed normally. 


Once the lower sign appeared we no longer concern ourselves 
with the upper sign — vy by Prawn pX aw innn waw (P2: 
A girl who is twelve years old or younger is considered a minor, 
regardless of what signs indicating puberty she has developed. 
Once she is twelve and one day old she is considered to have 


HALAKHA 


reached majority as soon as the lower sign appears, and there 
is no concern about the appearance of any other signs. This is 
in accordance with the tradition that Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, cited in the name of the Sages of Yavne (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:8). 


NOTES 

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says bri ayawan 
wai: There are various explanations among the com- 
mentaries with regard to the opinion of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel, as well as the subsequent opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar, and the relationship between their 
statements and the rulings of Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis 
in the mishna. 

Some contend that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel dis- 
agrees both with the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold 
that the lower sign indicating puberty always appears 
first, and with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as neither of 
them accept his distinction between young women who 
reside in villages and those who live in cities (Tosafot; 
Tosefot HaRosh). 

Others maintain that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar fundamentally agree with the 
Rabbis, that the appearance of the upper sign indicates 
the appearance of the lower one as well. Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel merely qualifies their opinion, claiming that 
one relies on the upper sign alone only in the case of 
young women who reside in cities. Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar adds another stipulation, that one relies on the 
upper sign only with regard to the right breast in the 
case of the daughters of the wealthy, and the left breast 
in the case of the daughters of the poor (Rashba; Meiri). 


The upper sign appears more quickly than the lower 
because they grind with mills - 2353 xab wan hy 
DMA niv: Since grinding requires extensive move- 
ment of the arms, young women residing in villages, who 
regularly engage in this activity, will have their breasts 
develop more quickly. Therefore, in these cases the upper 
sign indicating puberty appears before the lower sign 
(Rashi). By contrast, girls who live in cities frequent the 
bathhouses, which stimulates the growth of pubic hair. 
Consequently, in their case the lower sign appears first. 


Traditional hand mill 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says - nix whys ajya ar 
The practical ramification of this observation is that ifthe 
left breast atypically developed first in the case of the 
daughters of the wealthy, this is not considered a sign 
indicating puberty but a chance occurrence (Rashba; 
Meiri). 
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NOTES 
examined based on the testimony of women - 


mw roby nipa: The early commentaries ask: How 


can 


the testimony of women be accepted for the 


determination of a young woman's status, in light 


oft 


he principle that testimony involving forbidden 


sexual intercourse requires no fewer than two male 


w 
ma 
whi 


itnesses? Some explain that it is because this is a 


ter that is likely to be revealed, with regard to 
chit is presumed that people do not lie. Further- 


more, the woman is not testifying directly about a 


ma 
ring 


ter of forbidden sexual intercourse but is refer- 
only to the existence of the hairs. Therefore, this 


is considered like testimony about a regular prohibi- 
tion of the Torah, with regard to which women are 
deemed credible. An additional reason that their 


test 
girl 
am 


imony is accepted is that it is preferable for the 
to be examined by women, as it is prohibited for 
an to look at her nakedness (Rivash). 


HALAKHA 


All girls who are examined are examined based 
on the testimony of women - nipa nipa bs 
Dw’ by: The examination of young women to 
determine whether or not signs indicating puberty 


ner 


he 


have appeared is performed by trustworthy women. 
One woman is sufficient to carry out this examina- 
ion, and her testimony with regard to the young 
woman's status is accepted, even if she is a relative of 
hat young woman. This halakha applies throughout 


twelfth year, as well as before and afterward. This 


ruling is in accordance with the baraita as well as the 
precedent of Rabbi Elazar, who had his wife inspect 


young women, and Rabbi Yishmael, who had his 


mother examine them (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hil- 


kho 


338 


t Ishut 2:20; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:15). 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita: All girls who are examined to deter- 
mine whether or not their signs indicating puberty have appeared are 
examined based on the testimony ofwomen.™" And likewise, Rabbi 
Eliezer would follow this halakha in practice and give the girls to his 
wife to examine, and Rabbi Yishmael would similarly give the girls 
to his mother to examine. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda says: Before the minimum age 
at which pubic hair is considered a sign, i.e., eleven years and one day, 
when any hair that is found is considered to be merely a mole and not 
a sign, and similarly after the age of majority, twelve years and one 
day, when a female is presumed to have grown pubic hair like most 
girls her age, women may examine them and their testimony is 
accepted. But during the time between eleven years and one day and 
twelve years and one day, women may not examine them. The rea- 
son is that one does not resolve cases of uncertainty based on the 
testimony of women. Rabbi Shimon says: Even during the time 
between eleven years and one day and twelve years and one day, 
women may examine them. And a woman is deemed credible, and 
her testimony is accepted, to be stringent but not to be lenient. 


The baraita continues: How so, i.e., how is a woman’s testimony 
accepted with regard to the girl she has examined as a stringency 
but not a leniency? If the woman said that the girl is a female who 
reached majority, her claim is accepted to the extent that she does 
not perform refusal. The refusal of a husband, which applies in the 
case of a girl whose father had died and who was married off by 
her mother or brother, can be performed by the girl only until she 
reaches majority. If the woman said that this girl is a minor, her tes- 
timony is accepted to the extent that she does not perform halitza. 


The baraita concludes: But the woman who examined the girl is not 
deemed credible to say that she is a minor girl to the extent that she 
performs refusal. And likewise, the woman is not deemed credible 
to say that she is a female who reached majority to the extent that 
she performs halitza. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. The Master said that Rabbi Yehuda 
says: Before the minimum age at which pubic hair is considered a 
sign, and similarly after the age of majority, women may examine 
them. The Gemara raises a difficulty: Granted, one can understand 
that before the minimum age there is a requirement for examina- 
tion, so that if they find hair after the minimum age which they 
already saw before the minimum age, these hairs are evidently a mere 
mole, not a sign of maturity. 


But why do I need a girl to undergo an examination after the age of 
majority? Didn’t Rava say: A minor girl who reached her full years, 
i.e., her age of majority, twelve years and one day, does not require 
an examination, as there is a presumption that she has developed 
signs indicating puberty? The Gemara explains: When Rava said 
that one relies on this presumption, he was referring specifically 
to her inability from now on to perform refusal. But with regard 
to halitza, she requires an examination to determine that she has 
reached maturity. 


The baraita stated that according to Rabbi Yehuda, women are 
deemed credible to examine girls who are either younger than eleven 
years and one day or older than twelve years and one day. But during 
the time between eleven years and one day and twelve years and 
one day, women may not examine them. The Gemara explains that 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that the period during this time is considered 
like after the age of majority. In other words, the signs indicating 
puberty that a girl develops during this time are considered to be 
full-fledged signs, which means that she has reached majority even 
before the age of twelve and one day. Accordingly, the testimony of 
women is not accepted for this period, as her change of status enables 
her to perform halitza with her husband's brother. 
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But after the minimum age of twelve years and one day, when 
there is the presumption of Rava that a girl has already developed 
signs indicating puberty, one may rely on women and have them 
examine the girl. During this age, between eleven and twelve, 
when there is no presumption of Rava that she has already devel- 
oped signs indicating puberty, one may not rely on women, and 
therefore women may not examine the girl. 


By contrast, Rabbi Shimon says that even during this age, between 
eleven years and one day and twelve years and one day, women may 
examine girls to determine if they have grown pubic hair. This is 
because Rabbi Shimon holds that the period during this age is 
considered like before the minimum age, which means that the girl 
is a minor based on her age, regardless of the results of the examina- 
tion. And the only reason she requires an examination is that if 
they find hair after the minimum age, which they had already seen 
before the minimum age, these hairs are deemed a mere mole, not 
a sign of maturity. 


The baraita further teaches: And a woman is deemed credible to 
testify to be stringent with regard to the girl who she examined but 
not to be lenient. The Gemara asks: Who taught this halakha? The 
Gemara answers: If you wish, say that it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and it is referring to during the age 
between eleven years and one day and twelve and one day. 


And if you wish, say instead that the tanna who taught this ruling 
was Rabbi Shimon, and the baraita is referring to an examination 
conducted after the age of majority. And Rabbi Shimon does not 
accept the presumption of Rava that a girl of this age has already 
developed signs indicating puberty. 


§ The mishna teaches that according to the Rabbis a young woman 
who apparently developed the upper sign before the lower sign has 
reached majority, and therefore if her childless husband died she 
either performs halitza or enters into levirate marriage with her 
husband's brother. This ruling is due to the fact that the Sages said: 
It is possible for the lower sign of puberty to appear before the 
upper sign, but it is impossible for the upper sign to appear before 
the lower sign. The Gemara asks: Why do I need this additional 
repetition of this point? It was already taught in the first clause that 
it is impossible for the upper sign to appear without the lower sign 
having already appeared. 


And if you would say that it is repeated because the tanna wants 
to teach an unattributed mishna in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, in order to establish that the halakha follows their 
opinion in their dispute with Rabbi Meir, that cannot be the case. 
The Gemara explains why this suggestion is incorrect: This is obvi- 
ous, as there is a principle that in a dispute between an individual 
Sage and a majority of other Sages, the halakha is always decided 
in accordance with the opinion of the majority. 
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HALAKHA 


A hole large enough to enable liquid to enter is unfit to 
contain the water of purification — nxwn nb Toa DDN: 
An earthenware vessel which contains a hole that is large 
enough to enable liquid to enter it may not be used for 
drawing or consecrating the water of purification (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 6:6). 


A hole that enables only the exit of liquids is fit for water 
of purification — nxvn mb Ww xvi: An earthenware 
vessel containing a small hole that enables only the exit of 
liquids is fit for the consecration of the water of purification 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 19:1-2). 


LANGUAGE 


Shard [gastera] - KW: Apparently from the Greek 
yaotpa, gastra, meaning the bottom portion, or belly, of 
an earthenware vessel. The Sages use this term to refer to 
a partially damaged earthenware vessel. Apparently, it also 
attained the derivative meaning of anything that was dam- 
aged or broken. According to some opinions, it can refer 
to splitting an object in two, particularly in the middle. 


BACKGROUND 


Water of purification — nxn: This is water mixed with 
he ashes of the red heifer, which was used to purify people 
and items that had contracted ritual impurity imparted by 
a corpse. Running spring water was placed in a container, 
o which a small amount of ashes from the red heifer was 
added. The resulting mixture, called the water of purifica- 
ion, or water of separation, was sprinkled on the people or 
items to be purified. The process of mixing the ashes with 
water is called the sanctification of the water of purification. 
The act of purification is performed by taking a bundle 
of three hyssop branches, dipping them in the water of 
purification, and, using the branches, sprinkling the purifi- 
cation waters on the impure individual on the third and the 
seventh day after he became ritually impure. 
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The Gemara answers: It is necessary for the tanna to state that the 
halakha isin accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis despite the 
fact that they are the majority, lest you say that the rationale for 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir is more reasonable. One might have 
thought this, as the verses cited above support it: “Your breasts 
were fashioned, and your hair was grown,” and: “When they from 
Egypt bruised your breasts for the sprouting forth of your young 
womanhood.” Therefore, the mishna teaches us that the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And if you wish, say 
instead that the tanna repeated the claim that the upper sign cannot 
precede the lower one because he wants to teach a case in the next 
mishna which is similar to this one, i.e., this summary provides a 
transition to the halakha brought in the following mishna. 


MIS HNA Similar to the order of the appearance of 


the signs of puberty in a girl, where it is 
impossible for the upper sign to appear before the lower sign, there 
is an analogous principle with regard to the mutual dependency of 
two items: Any earthenware vessel with a hole that enables entry 
of liquid into the vessel certainly enables exit of liquid through that 
hole, and it thereby ceases to be a vessel fit for sanctification of the 
waters mixed with the ashes of the red heifer. And there are holes 
that enable exit of liquids from the earthenware vessels but do not 
enable entry of liquids from outside the vessel, and therefore it 
remains a vessel. 


Likewise, in any limb of the body where there is a nail, there is 
certainly a bone’ in it as well. Ifit is the limb of a corpse, it transmits 
ritual impurity through contact, movement, and in a tent, even if 
its size is less than that of an olive-bulk. And there are limbs in 
which there is a bone but yet there is not a nail in it. That limb 
does not transmit impurity in a tent if its size is less than that of an 
olive-bulk. 


Similarly, any item that becomes ritually impure with impurity of 
a zav imparted by treading, e.g., a vessel designated for sitting, 
becomes ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse." 
And there are vessels that become ritually impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse but do not become ritually impure with 
impurity of a zav imparted by treading. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that any earthenware 


vessel with a hole that enables entry of liq- 
uid into the vessel certainly enables exit of liquid through that hole, 
whereas there are holes that enable exit of liquids but do not enable 
entry. The Gemara explains the halakhic significance of this distinc- 
tion. A vessel that contains a hole that is large enough to enable 
liquid to enter is no longer considered a vessel and is therefore unfit 
to contain the water of purification. And it is also disqualified 
as a shard [gastera]' of a vessel. A shard still has some utility and is 
therefore susceptible to ritual impurity. By contrast, an earthenware 
vessel that contains a small hole that enables only the exit of liquids 
is fit for the water of purification," but is disqualified as a shard 
of a vessel. 


NOTES 


In any limb where there is a nail there is a bone - 53% bs 
ayy ja w pay ja ww: Rashi explains that this is referring to 
an extra limb that grew, over and above the standard limbs of 
the body. For example, if a sixth finger grew on one’s hand and 
it contained a nail, it is known that it contains a bone, and it is 
considered a significant limb. If it is not an extra limb, then even 
if it does not have a nail it is considered a limb and transmits 
ritual impurity in the normal manner of limbs. 


Becomes ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse - 
TA KAY iawn: There is no vessel that is capable of being ren- 
dered impure as a seat upon which a zav sat which is not also 

capable of being rendered impure by all other forms of impurity. 
The reason the mishna specifically mentions impurity imparted 

by a corpse, despite the fact that it could refer to all forms of 
impurity, is that impurity imparted by a corpse is comparable 

to the impurity of a zav imparted by treading, in that both are 

primary sources of impurity (Rashi). 
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Rav Asi says that they teach the following halakha: In the case of 
an earthenware vessel, its measure of a hole that renders it no 

longer ritually impure is one that is large enough to enable liquid 

to enter it. And they said that the measure of a small hole is that 

which enables the exit of liquids only with regard to a shard. The 

Gemara inquires: What is the reason for this? Mar Zutra, son of 
Rav Nahman, said: It is because people do not say: Bring another 
shard to seal the leak of a shard; rather, they throw it out immedi- 
ately. A shard is used as a plate beneath a perforated earthenware 

vessel. If the shard itself is also perforated and leaks, it is no longer 
of any use. 


§ On the topic of holes in earthenware vessels, the Sages taught 
in a baraita: How does one test a broken earthenware vessel" to 
know if it was pierced with a hole that enables liquid to enter it 
or not? One brings a tub filled with water and places the broken 
pot into it. If the water from the tub enters the pot, it is known 
that the pot contains a hole that enables liquid to enter. And if 
the water does not enter the pot, it is known that the vessel 
contains only a small hole that merely enables the exit of liquids. 


Rabbi Yehuda says that the method for determining whether an 
earthenware vessel contains a hole that allows liquid to enter is as 
follows: One takes the handles of the pot and turns it over, placing 
it upside down in an empty tub," and he then covers the pot with 
water. If water enters the pot, it is known that it contains a hole 
that enables liquid to enter, and if the water does not enter the 
pot, it is known that the vessel contains a small hole that enables 
only the exit of liquids. 


Or one can determine the size of the hole by the following method: 
One places the pot, with liquid in it, on the fire. If the fire holds 
the liquid back and does not allow it to exit the vessel, then it is 
known that the vessel contains a small hole that enables only the 
exit of liquids. And if the fire does not hold the liquid back and 
does not prevent it from exiting the vessel, then it is known that it 
contains a hole that enables liquid to enter. 


Rabbi Yosei says: One should not place the pot with liquid in it 
on the fire. This is not a reliable test for determining the size of the 
hole, as it is possible that the hole is actually large enough to enable 
liquid to enter, but nevertheless the fire prevents the liquid from 
exiting. Rather, one places the pot with liquid in it on hot ash. If 
the hot ash holds the liquid back and does not allow it to exit the 
vessel, then it is known that the vessel contains a small hole that 
enables only the exit of liquids. But if the hot ash does not hold 
the liquid back and does not prevent it from exiting the vessel, it is 
known that it contains a hole that enables liquid to enter. Another 
manner of testing is to fill the vessel with liquid. If it drips one drop 
after another drop, it is known that it contains a hole that enables 
liquid to enter. 


HALAKHA 


How does one test a broken earthenware 
vessel, etc. — 121 DIN 193 ppTia 193: An earthen- 
ware vessel that is used to hold liquids and that was 
pierced after it became impure is rendered ritually 
pure if the measure of the hole enables liquid to 
enter. If the hole is any smaller than that, the vessel 
remains impure. How does one test it? The vessel is 
placed on the liquid. If the liquid enters the vessel 
by means of the hole, then the vessel is no longer 
considered functional, and it is pure. This ruling is in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 19:1). 


NOTES 


One takes the handles of the pot and turns it over 
in an empty tub - mpind myTp yy "DID: Rabbi 
Yehuda does not state the deficiency in the method 
of the first tanna, nor why his own method is more 
effective. Rashi explains that according to Rabbi 
Yehuda, pushing the vessel into the tub of water 
involves a certain amount of force. This can cause 
water to enter a small hole which would normally 
not allow water to enter. By contrast, when the 
vessel is placed in an empty tub and water is added 
afterward, the entry of water accurately indicates 
that there is a significant hole which allows the 
entry of liquid. 
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BACKGROUND 
Our great rabbi - Sinan Yay: This honorific appellation, 
used specifically in reference to Rav, i.e., Rabbi Abba bar Ivo, 
expresses the lofty status of Rav for those in his generation, 
such as his great disciple Rav Hisda, as well as Sages of later 
generations. 

Rav is considered the father of Torah in Babylonia. He 
was the first and greatest of the Babylonian amora’im. The 
yeshiva he founded at Sura existed for centuries, until the 
end of the period of the geonim. 

His plain title, our great rabbi, or simply Ray, is similar to 
that of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who was referred to as our holy 
rabbi, or Rabbi. He was called this because he was the rabbi, 
or teacher, of all the Jews of the exile (Rashi on Beitza 9b). 

Rav was also called Abba the Tall, as he was the tallest in 
his generation (see 24b). 


An extra finger - 715) yay: 


Man with six fingers on each hand 


LANGUAGE 


Half-se‘a [tarkav] — 3/71: A tarkav is a vessel used to mea- 
sure a half-se'a. The early commentaries explain that it is 
derived from the words two [trei] and kav, i.e., two kav plus 
another kav, three kav in all, as a se’a consists of six kav. It 
is likely, however, that it is actually derived from the Greek 
tpixaBos, trikabos, meaning three kav. 
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The Gemara asks: What difference is there between the method 
of testing stated by the first tanna, placing the vessel in a tub of 
water, and that of Rabbi Yehuda, placing the vessel upside down 
into the tub and then covering it with water? Ulla said: The differ- 
ence between their opinions is whether liquid that enters through 
a hole with difficulty, i.e., as the result of force, is considered 
entering. According to Rabbi Yehuda, placing the vessel directly 
into a tub of water constitutes the use of force to a certain degree, 
and he maintains that if water enters the vessel in such a case, this 
does not count as liquid entering the vessel. Therefore, he rejects 
the testing method of the first tanna. 


§ The mishna teaches: In any limb of the body where there is 
a nail, there is certainly a bone in it as well. But it is possible for 
there to be limbs that contain a bone without a nail. The Gemara 
explains the halakhic significance of this distinction. A limb in 
which there is a nail and which therefore certainly contains a bone 
has the status of a full-fledged limb. Therefore, it transmits impu- 
rity through contact, movement, and in a tent, even if its size is 
less than that of an olive-bulk. By contrast, if there is a bone in the 
limb but there is no nail, it transmits impurity through contact 
and movement even if its size is less than that of an olive-bulk, but 
it does not transmit impurity in a tent unless its size is that of an 


olive-bulk. 


Rav Hisda says: The following matter was stated by our great 
rabbi,’ Rav, may the Omnipresent come to his assistance. An 
extra finger on one’s hand in which there is a bone but there is 
no nail transmits impurity through contact and movement even 
ifits size is less than that of an olive-bulk, but it does not transmit 
impurity in a tent. 


Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan said: And this is 
the halakha, that it must contain both bone and a nail for it to be 
considered a limb, only in a case where this finger cannot be 
counted along the back of the hand, i.e., the extra finger is not 
aligned with the others. But if it is aligned with the other fingers 
then it is considered like any other limb and imparts impurity in a 
tent, whether or not it contains a nail. 


§ The mishna further teaches: Similarly, any item that becomes 
ritually impure with impurity of a zav imparted by treading 
becomes ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. The 
Gemara explains that this means that any item that is fit to become 
impure with the impurity of a zav imparted by treading" is fit to 
become ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. 


The mishna continues: And there are vessels that become ritually 
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse but do not become 
ritually impure with impurity of a zav imparted by treading. The 
Gemara asks: What is added by this statement? The Gemara 
answers: This serves to add a measuring vessel, e.g., the measure 
ofa se'a or a half-se’a [vetarkav]. 


HALAKHA 


An extra finger — 7) yay: According to the Sages, the male 
body consists of 248 limbs, each containing flesh, sinews, and 
bone. This number does not include the teeth. A woman's body 
contains 251 limbs. Any limb that is separated in its entirety 
from a body, whether from a living person or a corpse, imparts 
impurity through contact, by being carried, and in a tent, with 
the exception of the three additional limbs found in a woman's 
body, which do not impart impurity in a tent. 

An extra finger that contains a bone but not a nail, and 
which is positioned in line with the other fingers, is considered 
like any other limb and imparts impurity in a tent. If it is not 
aligned with the other fingers, it imparts impurity through 
contact and by being carried but not in a tent, and its impurity 


applies by rabbinic law. If it contains a nail it has the same status 
as a regular limb. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Hisda and Rabba bar bar Hana, citing Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:7). 


Any item that is fit to become impure with the impurity of a 
zav imparted by treading, etc. - ^3) py nT bs: Any item 
that can become impure with the impurity of a zav imparted by 
treading can become ritually impure with impurity imparted by 
a corpse. There are items that can become impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse but cannot become impure with the 
impurity of a zav imparted by treading (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 27:16). 
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As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to the impu- 
rity of the treading of a zav: “And he who sits on any object whereon 
the zav sits shall wash his clothes and bathe himself in water, and is 
impure until the evening” (Leviticus 15:6). One might have thought 
that if a zav turned over a vessel used to measure a se‘a and sat on 
it, or if he turned over a vessel used to measure a half-se’a and sat 
on it, that vessel should be rendered impure as a seat upon which 
a zav sat. 


Therefore, the verse states: “And he who sits on any object whereon 
the zav sits” (Leviticus 15:6). The wording of the verse indicates that 
it is speaking of an object that is designated for sitting," i.e., upon 
which people generally sit, excluding such a vessel, with regard to 
which we say to someone sitting on it: Stand up and allow us to use 
it to do our work, i.e., to measure. This is not defined as a vessel used 
for sitting, as it serves another function. 


MI S HNA Any person who is fit to adjudicate cases 


of capital law is fit to adjudicate cases of 
monetary law, and there are those who are fit to adjudicate cases 
of monetary law but are unfit to adjudicate cases of capital law." 


GEMARA Rav Yehuda said: The statement of the 


mishna that some are fit to adjudicate cases 
of monetary law but are unfit to adjudicate cases of capital law 
serves to add the case of a mamzer.™ Although he may not adjudi- 
cate cases of capital law, nevertheless he may adjudicate cases of 
monetary law. 


The Gemara asks: Why is it necessary to teach this here? We already 
learned this on another occasion, in a mishna (Sanhedrin 32a): All 
are fit to judge cases of monetary law, but not all are fit to judge 
cases of capital law. And we discussed it, and asked what is added 
by the phrase: All are fit to judge. And Rav Yehuda said in response 
that this serves to add the case of a mamzer. The Gemara answers: 
One mishna serves to add the case of a convert," and one other 
mishna serves to add the case of a mamzer. 


The Gemara explains: And both additions are necessary. As, if the 
mishnayot had taught us only that a convert is fit to judge cases of 
monetary law, one might have said that the halakha is lenient in the 
case of a convert because he is fit to enter into the congregation, 
i.e., marry a Jewish woman. But with regard to a mamzer, who is 
unfit to enter into the congregation, one might say that he is not 
fit to judge cases of monetary law. 


And if the mishnayot had taught us only that a mamzer is fit to judge 
cases of monetary law, one might have said that the halakha is lenient 
in the case of a mamzer because he comes from a fit drop of semen, 
i.e., his father is Jewish. But with regard to a convert, who comes 
from an unfit drop, as he was born a gentile, one might say that he 
is not fit to judge cases of monetary law. Therefore, it is necessary 
to teach the halakhot of both a convert and a mamzer. 


HALAKHA 


And there are those who are fit to adjudicate cases of mon- 
etary law but are unfit to adjudicate cases of capital law — 
niwy wet ph a iag nisin yt ytd mew wn: All are fit to 
adjudicate cases of monetary law, including a convert, provided 
that his mother was Jewish. Even if his mother was not Jewish, 
he may judge a fellow convert. Similarly, a mamzer or one who 
is blind in one eye may adjudicate cases of monetary law. By 
contrast, cases of capital law may be adjudicated only by priests, 
Levites, and Israelites who are of sufficiently fit lineage that their 
daughters may marry a member of the priesthood, and who 
have sight in both eyes. This halakha is in accordance with the 


opinion of Rav Yehuda in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 11:11). 


To add the case of a mamzer - w3 min: A court of three is 
fit to adjudicate cases even if any or all of them are mamzerim. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda (Ram- 
bam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 2:9; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 7:2). 


To add the case of a convert — 73 mand: A court of three, one of 
whom is a convert, is unfit to judge a Jew (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 2:9; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 7:1). 


NOTES 
That is designated for sitting - man) “amwaga: Rashi 
in tractate Shabbat (59a) explains that this is derived from 
the fact that the Torah states with regard to the impurity 
of a bed on which a zav lay: “Every bed whereon he that 
has the issue lies shall be impure” (Leviticus 15:4). The 
same verse states with regard to the impurity of a seat 
on which he sat: “And everything whereon he sits shall 
be impure” The fact that the verse does not speak of 
that which he lay or sat on, but rather “lies” or “sits” on, 
suggests that it is referring to an object that is commonly 
used for these purposes. 


To add the case of a mamzer - W2 mind: A mamzer 
is fit to adjudicate cases of monetary law but not capi- 
tal law. The Sages (Sanhedrin 36b) derive this from the 
verse: “You are all fair, my love; and there is no blemish 
in you" (Song of Songs 4:7). This teaches that as well as 
being flawless with regard to justice, judges must also be 
without imperfection in general. This excludes a mamzer, 
who is considered blemished (Rashi). The commentaries 
further explain that a mamzer may not be included in the 
courts of twenty-three judges, which adjudicate cases 
of capital law, as every Sanhedrin, including these small 
ones, must consist of members described as follows in 
the verse: “And they shall bear the burden of the people 
with you” (Numbers 11:17), i.e., the judges must be similar 
to Moses. Just as he was of distinguished lineage, so too, 
the members of the Sanhedrin must be of distinguished 
lineage (Rashi on Sanhedrin 36b). 
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NOTES 
Any person who is fit to adjudicate a case and serve 
as a judge is fit to testify - Tyg ws pd wat bs: 
The early commentaries analyze this generalization in 
depth, particularly with regard to the status of women. 
On the one hand, there are indications that women can 
be judges, as the verse states with regard to Deborah: 
“She judged Israel at that time” Judges 4:4). On the other 


hand, a woman is unfit to testify in court. The commentar- 


ies address this difficulty in various ways. 

Some suggest that the mishna is referring only to men 
(Tosafot, first interpretation). Alternatively, women are in 
fact unfit to be judges, and Deborah was an exception 
who acted based on divine instruction (Tosafot, second 
interpretation; see Tosafot on Yevamot 45b). 


Perek VI 
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HALAKHA 


Leprous marks are viewed by a priest only in the 
daytime — dia D932: Leprous marks may be examined 
only during the day, whether the ruling is that the leper 
should be quarantined, declared a confirmed leper, or 
declared pure. With regard to all cases the verse uses the 
term: “On the day,’ or something similar. This halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 9:6). 


Disputes are adjudicated only in the daytime - 029 
Diva: A court may not start adjudicating a case at night 
unless both litigants agree to do so (Sma and Shakh, 
citing Maharam of Rothenburg). If the court began to 
adjudicate a case of monetary law during the day, they 
may complete the case at night. Some maintain that if 
the court judged a case during the night, its ruling is valid 
after the fact (Rashbam; Bah), but the majority of the 
early commentaries hold that it is not valid; see Ramban, 
Ran, Rosh, Tur, Kesef Mishne, and Shakh (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 3:3; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 5:2). 


Blind person — x30: A court of three judges where each 
is blind in one eye is fit, but in the case of a Sanhedrin, 
the court is unfit. One who is blind in both eyes is unfit 
to judge all cases. Some maintain that if one who is blind 
in both eyes serves as a judge it is valid after the fact; 
see Bah (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 2:9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 7:2). 


NOTES 

A certain blind person — x¥aD x17: The Gemara does 
not specify the extent of this man’s blindness. Some early 
commentaries write that he was blind in one eye (Ran on 
Sanhedrin 36b; Rav Sherira Gaon; Rif). Since he was blind 
in only one eye he could serve as a judge. One who is 
totally blind is disqualified to serve in this capacity, as 
a fully blind individual is unfit to testify, and therefore 
he is certainly unfit to judge (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 2:9; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 7:2). 
Others maintain that even one who is entirely blind is fit 
to judge (Tosafot) in cases of monetary law (Mordekhai 
on Sanhedrin). 
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ho is fi djudi 
MISHNA “4””Peson o is itto a ju ceo 


and serve as a judge is fit to testify" as a wit- 
ness, and there are those who are fit to testify but are not fit to 
adjudicate. 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: What is added by this 


statement, that some people are fit to tes- 
tify but not to adjudicate? Rabbi Yohanan said: This serves to add 
one who is blind in one ofhis eyes. And in accordance with whose 
opinion is this ruling? 


It is the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as it is taught in a baraita that 

Rabbi Meir would say: What is the meaning when the verse states: 

“According to their word shall every dispute and every leprous 

mark be” (Deuteronomy 21:5)? What do disputes have to do with 

leprous marks? The verse juxtaposes disputes to leprous marks, 
to teach that just as leprous marks are viewed by a priest only in 

the daytime," as it is written with regard to leprous marks: “And 

on the day when raw flesh appears in him he shall be impure” 
(Leviticus 13:14), so too, disputes are adjudicated only in the 

daytime." 


And just as leprous marks are seen by priests who can see, but not 

by blind priests, as it is written: “As far as appears to the priest” 
(Leviticus 13:12), which teaches that they must be viewed by priests 

who can see with both eyes, so too, disputes are not adjudicated 

by blind judges, even if they are blind in only one eye. And the 

verse juxtaposes leprous marks to disputes to teach that just as 

disputes may not be judged by relatives of the litigants, so too, 
leprous marks may not be viewed by a priest who is a relative of 
the afflicted party. 


The baraita continues: If these two halakhot are compared, one can 
also say that just as disputes are judged specifically by three judges, 
so too, leprous marks must be viewed by three priests. And this 
suggestion is supported by a logical inference: If a case that only 
involves one’s money is adjudicated by three judges, all the more 
so is it not clear that leprous marks, which afflict the person himself, 
should be viewed by three priests? To counter this notion, the verse 
states: “And he shall be brought to Aaron the priest or to one of 
his sons, the priests” (Leviticus 13:2). You have learned from this 
that even one priest may view leprous marks. 


The Gemara relates: There was a certain blind person’ who was 
living in the neighborhood of Rabbi Yohanan who would render 
judgments, and Rabbi Yohanan did not say anything to him. The 
Gemara asks: How could Rabbi Yohanan do this? But didn’t Rabbi 
Yohanan himself say that the halakha is in accordance with the 
ruling of an unattributed mishna? 


And we learned in the mishna: Any person who is fit to adjudicate 
a case and serve as a judge is fit to testify as a witness, and there 
are those who are fit to testify but are not fit to adjudicate. And 
we said: What is added by this halakha, and Rabbi Yohanan said: 
It serves to add one who is blind in one of his eyes, as he is fit to 
testify but unfit to judge. Since Rabbi Yohanan evidently maintains 
that one who is blind even in one of his eyes is not fit to judge, why 
did he not admonish this judge? 
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The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan found another unattributed 
mishna which indicates a different conclusion. As we learned in the 
mishna in tractate Sanhedrin (32a): In cases of monetary law, the 
court judges during the daytime, and concludes the deliberations 
and issues their ruling even at night. This is not the halakha with 
regard to leprous marks, which may not be viewed at night at all. 
Accordingly, one does not compare judging cases of monetary law 
to viewing leprous marks. Since this comparison was the source for 
disqualifying a blind judge, one cannot derive from it that a blind 
judge is disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: And in what manner is the strength of that unat- 
tributed mishna in tractate Sanhedrin greater than the strength of 
this unattributed mishna here? Why did Rabbi Yohanan accept the 
ruling of that mishna? The Gemara explains: If you wish, say that an 
unattributed mishna that records the opinion of many Sages, as in 
Sanhedrin, is preferable, whereas the mishna here was established 
as in accordance with the individual opinion of Rabbi Meir. And if 
you wish, say instead that it is because the mishna in Sanhedrin 
teaches this halakha in the context of the halakhot of judges. Since 
that chapter is the primary source for all of the halakhot of court 
matters, its rulings are of greater weight. 


MIS HNA Any food from which one is obligated to 


separate tithes becomes impure with the 
ritual impurity of food; and there is food that becomes impure 
with the ritual impurity of food but from which one is not 


obligated to separate tithes. 

G E M A The Gemara asks: What is added by the last 
clause of this mishna? The Gemara answers: 

This serves to add meat, fish, and eggs." Although they are subject 

to the ritual impurity of food, one is not obligated to separate tithes 

from them. 


MI S H NA With regard to any produce from which one 


is obligated to designate produce in the cor- 
ner of the field given to the poor [pe'a], as commanded in the Torah 
(see Leviticus 19:9, 23:22), one is obligated to separate tithes from 
it; and there is produce from which one is obligated to separate 
tithes but from which one is not obligated to designate pe'a. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: What is added by the last 


clause of the mishna? The Gemara answers: 
It serves to add figs and vegetables, for which one is not obligated 
to designate pe'a, although the obligation of tithes does apply to 
them. As we learned in a mishna (Pe'a 1:4): The Sages stated a 
principle with regard to the halakhot of pe'a: With regard to any- 
thing that is food, and is protected, and that grows from the earth, 
and is gathered as one, i.e., there is one fixed time for gathering 
it, and that one brings in to store for preservation, its owner is 
obligated to designate pe'a." 


HALAKHA 
wine, milk, blood, and honey (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 


Meat, fish, and eggs - D% Dyt Wa: Any food that is normally 
intended for human consumption, e.g., meat and fish, is sus- 
ceptible to becoming ritually impure. Food that is not generally 
used for human consumption is not susceptible to ritual impurity 
unless it was specifically designated for human consumption. In 
all cases, food is not susceptible to impurity until it comes into 
contact with one of the seven liquids, which are water, dew, oil, 


Okhalin 1:1, 3:3). 


Obligated to designate pe'a - mga3 a»: The obligation of pe'a 
applies to any food that grows from the earth, is protected, is all 
gathered as one, and that one brings in to store for preservation 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 2:1). 
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L i 
Obligated in tithes - ninwyna aN: The obligation 
of teruma applies to any food normally intended for 
human consumption that grows from the earth 
and is protected. This obligation is a mitzva by Torah 
law (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 2:1). 


Garden beds of onions that are between the 
vegetables - py paw D'hya nisadn: In a case 
of garden beds of onions that are between the 
vegetables, one leaves pea from one garden bed 
for all of the onions, despite the fact that the veg- 
etables separate the beds of onions. This halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in 
the mishna in tractate Pe'a (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 3:10). 


And the owner reconsidered their designation 
and decided to use them for human consump- 
tion - ons) why shan: With regard to endives 
that were initially planted for feeding to an animal, 
where later the owner reconsidered and decided 
to use them for human consumption, they are not 
susceptible to ritual impurity unless they were des- 
ignated for human consumption after they were 
detached from the earth. This is due to the fact 
that intent to designate the produce is ineffective 
while it is attached to the earth. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabba bar bar Hana, 
citing Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hil- 
khot Tumat Okhalin 3:3). 
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The Gemara analyzes each criterion of the mishna. The clause: 
Anything that is food, serves to exclude the sefihin, produce that 
grew without being intentionally planted, of woad [setim]? and 
safflower [vekotza].° These plants are used as dyes rather than for 
food. The clause: And is protected, serves to exclude ownerless 
crops, which no one protects. The clause: And grows from the 
earth, serves to exclude truffles? and mushrooms, which do not 
draw sustenance from the ground. The clause: And is gathered as 
one, serves to exclude the fig tree, whose fruit is gathered over 
an extended period, as the figs do not all ripen at the same time. 
Finally, the clause: And that one brings in to storage for preserva- 
tion, serves to exclude vegetables, which cannot be stored for 
lengthy periods. 


And yet in the case of tithe, we learned in a mishna (Ma‘asrot 1:1) 
with regard to the halakhot of tithes: Anything that is food, and is 
protected, and grows from the earth is obligated in tithes." And 
whereas some of the conditions overlap, the following criteria are 
not taught with regard to tithes: Gathered as one, and that one 
brings in to storage for preservation. Evidently, the obligation of 
tithes applies to fig trees and vegetables, despite the fact that the 
obligation of pe'a does not apply. 


The Gemara notes that if these vegetables that are exempt from pea 

contained garlic and onions, which are stored for an extended 

period of time, then they are obligated in pe'a as well. As we learned 

in a mishna (Pea 3:4): If one has garden beds of onions that are 

between the vegetables," Rabbi Yosei says that one leaves a sepa- 
rate pe'a from each and every one of the beds. And the Rabbis say 
one leaves pe'a from one garden bed for all of them. 


§ Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: In the case 
of endives’ that were initially planted to be fed to animals, and 
later the owner reconsidered their designation and decided to use 
them for human consumption" 


Woad [setim] - wYd: Woad, Isatis tinctoria, is a biennial or 
multiannual plant from the Brassicaceae family, reaching up to 
1m in height, with simple leaves and yellow flowers. By means 
of various compressing and fermenting processes, a highly 
durable indigo-blue dye can be extracted from its leaves. Nowa- 
days, the use of woad for dye production has all but ceased, as 
dye producers manufacture a less expensive synthetic indigo 
dye. Although it is no longer cultivated, woad can be found 
growing naturally in many places in Eretz Yisrael. 


Woad 
Safflower [kotza] - 7¥ 1p: Safflower, Cartamus tinctorus, is 
mentioned in the Talmud by the names of hariya, morika, and 
kotza. It is a thorny plant from the Asteraceae family whose 
flowers were used to make yellow dye. Nowadays its leaves 
are used as a high-quality fodder for animals and its seeds for 
producing oil. 
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Truffles - Dm3: Truffles belong to the Tuber genus, a special 
genus of fungi that grows entirely underground, including its 
fruit. The body of the fruit looks like a slightly rounded mass 
that is black, brown, and whitish. Truffles generally grow up to 
3-5 cm in height and up to 10 cm in diameter, and a large truffle 
can weigh as much as 1 kg. Truffles are harvested by removing 
the earth from above them, a task sometimes performed by 
specially trained animals. Most truffles are edible at early stages 
of their growth and are regarded as a delicacy. 


Endives - poy: This refers to Cichorium endivia, a winter veg- 
etable similar to lettuce. It has a flower that is usually blue, but 
sometimes it is pink and white. Its leaves, which grow clustered 

tightly together around the base of the plant, have a pleasant 
taste when they are young but grow bitter as the plant matures. 
There are several varieties of endives, including curly endive and 

broad-leaved endive. One type of endive, Chicorium intybus, or 
common chicory, is mainly harvested today for its root, which 

can be used as a substitute for coffee. 


Truffles 


Safflower 


Endive 
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they require intent" to be used for human consumption once they 
are detached from the ground, in order for them to be susceptible 
to ritual impurity. Rabbi Yohanan rules in this manner because he 
holds that intent to designate produce while it is attached to the 
ground is not considered intent." 


Rava said: We learn in a mishna (Teharot 1:1) as well: Thirteen 
matters were stated with regard to the carcass of a kosher bird,” 
and this is one of them: In order for such a carcass to be susceptible 
to impurity and to be capable of imparting impurity to food through 
contact, it requires a person’s intention to eat it, but it does not 
require exposure to liquid to be rendered susceptible to impurity. 
Even if one had intent to eat the bird while it was still alive, intent is 
still required after it became a carcass for it to transmit impurity. 
Rava concludes: Evidently, intent that the bird be eaten while the 
bird is alive is not considered intent. Here too, intent to designate 
produce while it is attached to the ground is not considered intent. 


Rabbi Zeira said: Rava’s proof is inconclusive, as here we are deal- 
ing with a young bird that fell from a height, where the bird was 

not before us prior to it becoming a carcass, so that one could have 

had intent that it is food. Consequently, it requires intent afterward 

for it to impart impurity, but had there been intent while it was still 

alive, that would have sufficed. 


Abaye said to Rabbi Zeira: What is there to say about the case 
of the chicken in Yavne? In that instance the Sages deemed the 
chicken impure due to intent only after it became a carcass, despite 
the fact that it was present before them while it was alive. This appar- 
ently indicates that intent which occurred while the bird was alive 
is not considered intent. Rabbi Zeira said to Abaye: That was actu- 
ally a wild chicken,’ which was not before them while it was alive, 
and therefore there was no intent that it should be food while it 
was alive. 


Those who heard this comment laughed at Rabbi Zeira’s interpreta- 
tion: A wild chicken is a non-kosher bird, and does a non-kosher 
bird impart impurity? Abaye said to them: A great man has stated 
a matter; do not laugh at him. Rabbi Zeira means that this is refer- 
ring to a chicken that rebelled against its owner, ran away to the 
wild, and raised its kosher chicks there. One of those chicks subse- 
quently returned from the wild. Consequently, it had not been 
present before the Sages while it was alive. And what did Rabbi 
Zeira mean when he mentioned a wild [bara] chicken? He meant 
one that was created [ de’ivrai] from a chicken that rebelled. 


| NOTES — 


They require intent — nawa nia: Since endives are custom- 
arily grown for consumption by animals, they require intent to 
use them for human consumption after they are detached in 
order for them to be susceptible to ritual impurity. Such intent 
is effective despite the fact that when they were attached to the 
ground the owner planned to use them to feed his animals, as 
he has retracted the original designation (Rashi). 

With regard to the nature of this designation, some main- 
tain that one must retract the prior designation verbally, in 
accordance with the general opinion of Rashi and Josafot (Bava 
Metzia 43b) that when the Gemara refers to intention it means a 
verbal statement (Josefot Yom Tov on Kelim 25:9). Others contend 
that mere thought suffices in order for these to be rendered 


impure with the impurity of food (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 
Some claim that this matter is an unresolved dispute between 
the early commentaries (Tiferet Yisrael on Kelim 25:9). 


Intent to designate produce while it is attached to the 
ground is not considered intent - maw x wan navm 
magm: Food items that are attached to the ground are not 
susceptible to ritual impurity. Even food that was already impure 
loses its impurity when it is planted. The commentaries explain 
that anything attached to the ground is not defined as food, and 
therefore cannot attain, or even retain, the status of impure food 
(Rashi on Pesahim 34a). 
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The carcass of a kosher bird - sim qiy mbaa:The unslaugh- 
tered carcass of a kosher bird does not require intent for it 
to be classified as human food, nor does it require contact 
with liquid to become susceptible to the ritual impurity of 
food. The reason is that it is customarily grown for human 
consumption, and any item that is generally grown for 
human consumption does not require intent to become 
susceptible to impurity of food, as it will ultimately transmit 
impurity to people and vessels by an olive-bulk. It also does 
not require contact with a liquid, in accordance with the 
principle that an item that will contract a severe form of 
ritual impurity does not require contact with liquid to be 
rendered susceptible to impurity, as stated in the mishna 
in tractate Okatzin (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 3:3). 


BACKGROUND 
Wild chicken - x12 Sinn: Red junglefowl, Gallus gallus, 
are the untamed ancestors of the domesticated chicken. 


However, they are indigenous to the forests of Asia, and 
there is no basis for the assumption that these were found 
in Babylonia. It is possible that the term wild chicken also 
refers to other wild fowl that are similar in appearance to 
chickens, e.g., the partridge or the pheasant. 


Red junglefowl 


Rock partridges 
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BACKGROUND 
Marsh [agma] - sax: The term agma, like its 
Hebrew counterpart agam, refers to a place next to a 
river or a pond abundant in vegetation such as reeds, 
low trees, and grass. Since the region of Babylonia is 
flat with a large amount of river erosion, it has many 
swamps, which form marshes. These marshes, which 
were swampy, boggy areas that occasionally flood 
when the rivers overflow, were ownerless but were 
often used as grazing pasture for animals. 


Marsh hen — 1237 xabis: In contrast to kosher 
animals and fish, the Torah does not mention the 
characteristic signs that distinguish birds as kosher. 
Rather, the verses (Leviticus 11:13-19; Deuteronomy 
14:12-19) simply list the non-kosher birds. Neverthe- 
ess, the Sages provide three identification signs of 
a kosher bird: One of its toes is significantly longer 
han the others; it has a discernible crop; and its craw, 
he thick, muscular stomach, is easily peeled away. 

oreover, it is not a bird of prey. The discovery that 
a given bird attacked its prey is a clear indication 
hat it is not kosher. Despite these signs, the Sages 
declared that in practice a species of bird should 
be considered kosher only if there is an accepted 
radition to that effect. 


A young bird that fell into a winepress — -baw dria 
nib: The winepresses in the time of the Mishna and 
Gemara were typically carved into a rock where 
grapes were placed and pressed. Between the upper 
press, where the grapes were pressed, and the lower 
press, where the wine was collected, there was a 
small pipe carved into the rock through which the 
liquid flowed. 

Both the upper and lower presses were uncov- 
ered, which is why it was common for young birds to 
fall in and drown in the juice that accumulated there. 


T ake 
es a. ee 
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Winepress, first century CE 
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Rav Pappa stated an alternative interpretation: It was a marsh 
[de‘agma]® hen.’ Since no one lives in a marsh, there was no 
opportunity for intent while it was alive, and therefore intent was 
necessary afterward. The Gemara adds: Rav Pappa conforms to 
his standard line of reasoning in this regard, as Rav Pappa said: 
The animal called the marsh rooster is prohibited, as it is a non- 
kosher bird, whereas the marsh hen is kosher and permitted. 


And your mnemonic to remember which animal is permitted and 

which is prohibited is the well-known statement of the Sages with 

regard to the verse: “An Ammonite or a Moabite shall not enter 
into the assembly of the Lord” (Deuteronomy 23:4). An Ammo- 
nite man is unfit to enter the assembly but not an Ammonite 

woman. Here too, the animal with a female name is permitted, 
whereas the one with a male name is prohibited. Mareimar 

taught: The marsh hen is prohibited, contrary to the opinion of 
Rav Pappa, as the Sages saw that it mauled and ate its prey. And 

this is the geiruta, a non-kosher bird. 


§ Apropos the case of a young kosher bird that fell and died, the 
Sages taught in a baraita: A young kosher bird that fell into a 
winepress™ and died there, where the owner intended to draw 
it up from the press for a Samaritan to eat, is ritually impure, like 
any carcass of a kosher bird. If he intended to draw it up from the 
press for a dog to eat, it is ritually pure. Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri 
says: Even if he intended to draw it up from the press for a dog 
to eat, it is impure, as the bird does not require intent for it to 
be impure. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says in explanation of his opinion: This 
halakha can be derived by the following a fortiori inference: If the 
carcass of a kosher bird transmits severe ritual impurity, i.e., it 
renders one’s garments impure when an olive-bulk of it is in the 
throat, without thought, i.e., even if no one had intent that a 
person should eat it, should it not transmit a lenient impurity of 
food, by touch alone, likewise without thought? 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri: No, this is not a valid 
a fortiori inference. If you said that there is no requirement of 
intent with regard to severe ritual impurity, that is because severe 
ritual impurity does not assume its status with that requirement 
of thought, i.e., intent is not relevant to that type of impurity. 
Shall you also say that there is no requirement of thought with 
regard to lenient impurity, which does assume its status with 
that requirement of thought? The Gemara will soon explain the 
precise meaning of this concept of assuming its status with the 
requirement of thought. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri said to the Rabbis: The case of the 
chicken in Yavne can prove that the question of whether or not 
intent is required does not depend on that factor. The case in Yavne 
involved an item that does assume its status with that require- 
ment of thought, and yet the Sages declared it impure without 
intent. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri: Will you cite 
proof from there? In that case there were Samaritans there, and 
the people in Yavne intended that it be eaten by the Samaritans. 


A young kosher bird that fell into a winepress — mb bow br: 
If a young kosher bird fell into a winepress and died, it requires 
intent to become susceptible to the impurity of food. This is the 
case even ina city. If one intended it to be eaten by a gentile when 


HALAKHA 


he drew it out of the press, it is susceptible to impurity, as it was 
designated for human consumption. But if he intended it to be fed 
to a dog, it is not susceptible to impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 3:10). 
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The Gemara analyzes the case of a young kosher bird that fell into a 
winepress: What type of situation are we dealing with? If we say 
that we are dealing with cities, where there are many people available 
to consume all sorts of food, including the carcass of a kosher bird, 
why does it require intent? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Okatzin 
3:3): An unslaughtered carcass ofa kosher animal in any location," 
whether the population is large or small, and the carcass of a kosher 
bird or the fat of a kosher animal found in cities [bakerakim],' 
require neither intent for human consumption nor contact with 
liquid for them to be rendered susceptible to impurity? 


Rather, it must be referring to villages, where the population is small 
and there are not many people who would eat the carcass. But this 
too is difficult: Is there anyone who said that intent is not required 
in the case ofa carcass ofa non-kosher bird for the impurity of food? 
Didn’t we learn in the beginning of that same mishna: A carcass of 
anon-kosher animal found in any location," and an unslaughtered 
carcass of a kosher bird in the villages" both require intent to 
consume them, but they do not require contact with a liquid to 
become susceptible to ritual impurity? 


Rabbi Zeira bar Hanina says: Actually, the baraita is referring to a 
case that occurred in a city, and even so intent is required. The reason 
is that the young bird fell into a winepress, and the winepress ren- 
dered it disgusting and thereby rendered it like the carcass of a 
kosher bird in a village, where there are few people who would eat it. 


The Gemara analyzes the exchange cited above. Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri says that this halakha can be derived by an a fortiori infer- 
ence: If the carcass ofa kosher bird transmits severe ritual impurity 
without thought, should it not transmit lenient impurity without 
thought? 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri: No, this is not a valid 
a fortiori inference. If you said so with regard to severe ritual 
impurity, that is because it does not assume its status with that 
requirement of thought. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the clause: It does not 
assume its status with that requirement of thought? In what manner 
is thought required for the lenient impurity of food it imparts in the 
case of a bird carcass but not required for the severe impurity it 
imparts when it is in the throat? Rava said that this is what the Rab- 
bis said to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri: No, if you said that there is no 
requirement of thought 


HALAKHA 


An unslaughtered carcass of a kosher animal in any location, 


etc. = ^D) Dipa boa myw maga mha: The unslaughtered carcass 
of a kosher animal in any location, the carcass of a kosher bird in 
any location, and the fat of a kosher animal found in cities require 
neither intent for human consumption nor contact with liquid for 
them to be rendered susceptible to impurity. The reason is that 
they are designated for human consumption, and anything that 
is designated for human consumption does not require intent to 
become susceptible to the impurity of food. No contact with liquid 
is required, as they will ultimately transmit impurity to people and 
vessels in the amount of an olive-bulk. This ruling is in accordance 
with the mishna in tractate Okatzin (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 3:3). 


A carcass of a non-kosher animal in any location and an 
unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird in the villages — mba 
Dni Ay mban pipabpa may maga: The carcass of a kosher 
bird in the villages and the unslaughtered carcass of a non-kosher 
animal in any location require intent for human consumption, but 
not contact with liquid, to be rendered susceptible to impurity. 
This halakha applies only when they are less than an olive-bulk in 
volume. But if there is an olive-bulk of the carcass it is a primary 
source of ritual impurity even in the absence of intention. This ruling 
is in accordance with the mishna in tractate Okatzin (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 3:3). 


e publisher 


LANGUAGE 

Cities [kerakim] - @373: This refers to large cit- 
ies that were typically surrounded by a wall. Some 
maintain that the term is from the Greek xapak, 
kharax, a place fortified by beams. Others contend 
that it has a Semitic, or perhaps Assyrian source, 
related to the root kaf, reish, kaf, meaning encircle- 
ment, which is a fitting description for a walled 
city. 


NOTES 


A carcass of a non-kosher animal found in any 
location - pipa baa agay mama nYa): Rashi 
explains that as the carcass of a non-kosher animal 
is generally not considered food, it requires intent 
for consumption in order for it to be susceptible to 
impurity as food. It can be claimed that the ques- 
tion of whether or not it is subject to impurity as 
food is irrelevant, since in any case it will transmit 
the impurity of a carcass to people and vessels, and 
certainly to food and liquids, when it is of the vol- 
ume of an olive-bulk. Nevertheless, the issue of its 
impurity as food is important in a case where there 
is other impure food that is less than the minimum 
measure for impurity as food, i.e., an egg-bulk, and 
there is less than an olive-bulk of the carcass of a 
non-kosher animal. Since this piece is less than an 
olive-bulk it does not transmit impurity as a carcass. 
But if it is subject to impurity as food it can combine 
with the other impure food to complete the mea- 
sure for impurity of an egg-bulk. 
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NOTES 

It does require contact with water - 03 W37 
sya: In order for an item to be considered food 
with regard to susceptibility to ritual impurity, one 
of the seven liquids: Water, dew, oil, wine, milk, 
blood, or honey, must fall on it with the owner's 
knowledge and in accordance with his wishes (see 
Makhshirin 6:7). 
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in a case of severe ritual impurity, i.e., when the carcass of a kosher 
bird renders one’s garments impure while it is in his throat, which 
does not render impure another item similar to it, i.e., a person who 
is rendered impure by the carcass does not render another man 
impure; shall you also say that there is no requirement of thought 
in the case of lenient impurity, i.e., when the carcass transmits impu- 
rity as food, which does render impure another item similar to it? 
Food that became impure transmits impurity to other food, albeit by 
rabbinic law. 


Abaye said to Rava: Butin that case, all the more so impurity as food 
should apply without thought. If severe impurity, i.e., the unique 
impurity of the carcass ofa kosher bird, which is lenient in the sense 
that it does not render impure another item similar to it, neverthe- 
less imparts impurity without thought, i.e., without one knowing 
what is in his throat, then with regard to lenient impurity, i.e., the 
carcass’s impurity as food, which is more severe in the sense that it 
renders impure another item similar to it, isn’t it logical that it 
should impart impurity without thought? 


Rather, Rav Sheshet said that this is what the Rabbis, who replied 
to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, are saying: No, if you said that thought 
is not required with regard to severe impurity, i.e., the carcass of a 
kosher bird in the throat, as it does not require contact with a liquid 
for it to be rendered susceptible to ritual impurity, shall you also say 
that thought is not required with regard to lenient impurity, i.e., its 
impurity as food, where it does require contact with a liquid for it 
to be rendered susceptible to ritual impurity? 


The Gemara asks: And does the carcass of a kosher bird require 
contact with a liquid for it to be rendered susceptible to impurity as 
food? But didn’t we learn in a baraita: Three matters were stated 
with regard to the carcass of a kosher bird: In order for it to be 
susceptible to impurity as food, it requires a person's intent to eat it; 
and it transmits impurity to garments by rendering one who swal- 
lows it ritually impure only when an olive-bulk of it is in the throat;" 
and it does not require contact with a liquid for it to be rendered 
susceptible to ritual impurity?" 


The Gemara answers: Although it does not require contact with a 
creeping animal for it to be rendered susceptible to impurity, ie., 
it is inherently impure, nevertheless it does require contact with 
water" or another liquid for it to be rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about being rendered suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity by contact with a creeping animal that it 
does not require this contact? This ruling is in accordance with that 
which the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught. If so, it should also not 
require contact with water or another liquid for it to be rendered 
susceptible to ritual impurity, likewise in accordance with that 
which the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught. 


HALAKHA 


It transmits impurity to garments only when an olive-bulk is in 
the throat -— aban maa xbx mab AK: Carcasses of kosher 
birds impart ritual impurity by Torah law, but notto one who touches 
or carries them, nor when it is still in his mouth. Rather, one who 
eats an olive-bulk of the meat of such a carcass contracts impurity 
when the meatis in his throat. One who is thereby rendered impure 
imparts impurity to any clothing or vessels that are in contact with 
him at the moment of swallowing, except for earthenware vessels 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 3:1). 


It does not require contact to be rendered susceptible to impu- 
rity - W37 AD AVY: The unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird 


does not require intent to be classified as human food, nor does it 
require contact with liquid to become susceptible to the impurity 
of food. The reason is that it is customarily grown for human con- 
sumption, and anything that is customarily grown for human con- 
sumption does not require intent in order to become susceptible 
to the impurity of food. It also does not require contact with liquid, 
in accordance with the principle that an item that will contract a 
severe form of ritual impurity does not require contact with liquid 
to be rendered susceptible to impurity. This halakha is in accordance 
with the mishna in tractate Okatzin (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 3:3). 
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As the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught in a baraita: The verse 
states that seeds contract impurity from the carcass of a creeping 
animal only if they first come into contact with water: “And if any 
part of their carcass fall upon any sowing seed that is to be sown, 
it is pure. But if water be put upon the seed, and any part of their 
carcass fall thereon, it is impure unto you” (Leviticus 11:37-38). This 
passage teaches that as long as water did not fall on the seeds, they 
are not susceptible to ritual impurity. This halakha applies to all 
items similar to seeds. 


Accordingly, just as seeds, which will never transmit impurity 
severe enough to transmit to humans," like any food, require con- 
tact with liquid to be rendered susceptible to impurity, so too, all 

items that will never transmit severe impurity require contact 

with liquid to be rendered susceptible to impurity. This excludes 

the carcass of a kosher bird, which will ultimately transmit impu- 
rity severe enough to be transmitted to a human, i.e., when it is in 

his throat, and therefore it does not require contact with liquid for 
it to be rendered susceptible to ritual impurity. 


Rather, Rava said, and some say that it was Rav Pappa who said: 
The Rabbis’ rejection of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri’ a fortiori infer- 
ence is not based on the specific halakha of impurity of food 
imparted by the carcass of a bird. Rather, they are referring to the 
fact that in general there is no item under the common name of 
severe impurity that requires contact with a liquid for it to be 
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity. By contrast, with regard to 
the common name of lenient impurity as food, in general the 
items in this category require contact with a liquid for them to be 
rendered susceptible to impurity, despite the fact that the particular 
case of the carcass ofa kosher bird is an exception. Therefore, intent 
is required for lenient impurity even in the case of a carcass of a 
kosher bird. 


§ Rava says: And Rabbi Yohanan concedes with regard to the 
obligation to tithe, that intent while the produce is attached to the 
ground is considered intent. Rava said: From where do I say that 
this is the halakha? It is as we learned in a mishna (Ma ‘asrot 3:9) 
that deals with the obligation to tithe: Savory, hyssop [veha’ezov],° 
and thyme [vehakoranit],° i.e., various types of hyssop plants, that 
were growing in a courtyard," are eaten by some people although 
they are not specifically intended for human consumption. There- 
fore, if they were protected by the owners, those owners are 
obligated to separate tithes from them. 


The Gemara clarifies the mishna: What are the circumstances of 
this ruling? If we say that it is referring to a case where one initially 
planted them for human consumption, does it need to be said 
that there is an obligation to tithe if they are protected by the own- 
ers? It is clear that in such a situation the criteria for the obligation 
to tithe, i.e., that it is human food which is protected, have been met. 
Rather, is it not referring to a case where one initially planted 
them to be fed to an animal, and nevertheless the mishna teaches: 
If the owner reconsidered their designation and decided to use 
them for human consumption and they were protected by the 
owners, the owners are obligated to tithe them. This apparently 
indicates that intent while the produce is attached to the ground is 
considered intent. 


Savory, hyssop, and thyme that were growing in a courtyard — 
asgat MINT Iig AKDT: If savory, hyssop, and thyme were 
planted from the outset for human consumption, their owners 
are obligated to tithe them. If they were planted to be used as 
food for animals, and later the owners changed their minds 
before they were harvested and decided to use them for human 
consumption, they are exempt from tithes. The reason is that 


HALAKHA 


If they grew by themselves in a courtyard that is secure, the 
obligation of tithes applies, as they are generally intended for 
human consumption unless they were specifically designated 
as food for animals. If the courtyard is not secure, their owner is 
exempt. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna in tractate 
Ma‘asrot, as interpreted by Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hil- 
khot Terumot 2:2). 


intent while produce is attached to the ground is ineffective. 


NOTES 


Seeds which will never transmit impurity severe 
enough to transmit to humans — Kaub pid paw Dwy 
man Maw: Seeds cannot contract severe ritual impu- 
rity, as food does not contract impurity severe enough 
to be transmitted to people. Furthermore, food cannot 
become a primary source of impurity (Rashi on Hullin 
121a). Even if food touches a corpse, which is the ulti- 
mate primary source of impurity and renders that which 
it touches a primary source of impurity, the food does 
not become a primary source of impurity that renders a 
person and vessels impure. 


BACKGROUND 


Hyssop [ezov] - aitx: The Sages were unsure of the 
precise identification of the ezov plant mentioned in 
the Torah. From the various descriptions in the rab- 
binic sources it is apparently the common hyssop plant, 
Majorna syriaca. 

The hyssop is a fragrant plant that grows to a height of 
50-100 cm. The plant spreads out from its base into rigid 
wooden branches, which annually produce straight stems 
that dry out and die in winter. The white flowers of the 
hyssop plant grow in crowded bunches on the ends of 
its branches. This plant grows in rocky terrain and in the 
undergrowth in Eretz Yisrael and in surrounding countries. 
Dried hyssop leaves are used in the spice za’atar. 


Bible hyssop 


Thyme [koranit] - mp: Koranit, according to various 
identifications in the Talmud, is probably the plant called 
conehead thyme, Thymus capitatus, of the Lamiaceae 
family. It is a branched shrub 10-50 cm in height, with 
small, short branches up to 5 mm long, whose flowers 
are pink and emit a fragrance. Conehead thyme grows 
wild in most areas of Eretz Yisrael. Thyme has also been 
posited as the identity of sei'a, translated here as savory. 


Conehead thyme 
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HALAKHA 


Tereifa from which one is obligated to give the 
first shearing — 139 mexa n»n ADI: The 
obligation of the first shearing applies to a tereifa 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 10:7). 


But one is not obligated to have gifts of the 
priesthood taken from it — ninna NM FYNI: 
If one slaughtered an animal and discovered that 
it was a tereifa, or even if there was uncertainty 
whether it is a tereifa (Shakh), there is no obligation 
to give the gifts of the priesthood (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 61:6). 


One who declares his vineyard ownerless 
and who arose the next morning and picked 
grapes — WAN 3723 DWM Wad Nx Vp: One 
who declared his vineyard ownerless and in the 
morning reacquired the field for himself and har- 
vested it is obligated to leave for the poor peret, 
olelot, forgotten grape clusters, and pe'a. Never- 
theless, he is exempt from tithes, in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Mattenot Aniyyim 5:27). 
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Rav Ashi said that Rava’s proof is inconclusive, for the following 
reason: Here we are dealing with a courtyard where these various 

types of hyssop plants grew by themselves, and where they are 

unspecified, they are intended for human consumption. Therefore, 
they meet the first criteria for the obligation to tithe, as they are 

considered food. And the mishna addresses the second requirement, 
that the food must be protected, and this is what it is saying: If the 

courtyard protects its produce, the owners are obligated in tithes, 
and if not, they are exempt. 


Rav Ashi raises a further objection to Rava’s explanation from a 

mishna (soa): Any food from which one is obligated to separate 

tithes becomes impure with the ritual impurity of food. But if it 

is so, as Rava claimed, that intent while the produce is attached to 

the ground is considered intent with respect to the obligation to 

tithe, despite the fact that it is not considered intent with regard to 

impurity, then the mishna’s blanket statement is inaccurate. Rav 
Ashi elaborates: After all, there are these endives that were initially 
planted in order to feed to an animal and later the owner reconsid- 
ered their designation and decided to use them for human con- 
sumption, from which one is obligated to separate tithe, but which 

do not become impure with the ritual impurity of food. 


Rava said in response that this is what the mishna is saying: Any 
type of food from which one is obligated to separate tithe becomes 
impure with the ritual impurity of food. In other words, this is 
referring to types of food, not to all situations. It is possible for a 
particular circumstance to be an exception to this principle. 


The Gemara adds that this too stands to reason, that the mishna is 
referring only to types of food, not situations, from the fact that 
the latter clause teaches (51b): With regard to any animal from 
which the owner is obligated to give the first shearing of its wool, 
he is obligated to have gifts of the priesthood taken from it, i.e., 
the foreleg, the jaw, and the maw, if it was slaughtered. And there 
are animals from which one is obligated to have gifts of the priest- 
hood taken from it, but from which he is not obligated to give the 
first shearing. 


And if it is so, that the principles of the mishna are all-inclusive, one 
can raise the following difficulty: But there is the specific case of 
an animal with a wound that will cause it to die within twelve 
months [tereifa], from which one is obligated to give the first 
shearing," but one is not obligated to have gifts of the priesthood 
taken from it," as it may not be eaten. This proves that Rava is correct, 
that the mishna is not referring to all circumstances, but only to 
general categories. 


Ravina said, rejecting this proof: It is possible that the mishna is 
referring to all circumstances, and as for the difficulty with regard 
to a tereifa, one can say that in accordance with whose opinion is 
this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
as we learned in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon exempts the owner of a 
tereifa from the mitzva of the first shearing. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: Come and hear a proof from a baraita 
that the mishna is not referring to all circumstances, but only to 
general categories: With regard to one who declares his vineyard 
ownerless, and who arose the next morning and picked grapes" 
from the vineyard before anyone else took possession of them, he 
is obligated in the mitzva of leaving for the poor individual fallen 
grapes [peret], and in the mitzva of leaving for them incompletely 
formed clusters of grapes [uve’olelot], and in the mitzva of forgot- 
ten clusters, and in pe'a. The Torah includes such cases in the 
phrase: “Leave them for the poor and for the stranger” (Leviticus 
19:10, 23:22), which is written with regard to all these mitzvot. And 
he is exempt from the obligation to separate the tithe from the 
grapes. Since the vineyard is ownerless, there is no obligation to 
tithe the produce. 
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The Gemara explains the proof: But didn’t we learn in the mishna 
(soa): With regard to any produce from which one is obligated to 
designate pe'a, one is likewise obligated to separate tithes? Rather, 
must one not conclude from the mishna that Rava is correct in 
asserting that the mishna is teaching only principles with regard to 
each type of produce, but there are exceptions in certain circum- 
stances? The Gemara answers that one should in fact conclude 
from the mishna that Rava is correct. 


§ With regard to the obligations of pe'a and tithes, the Gemara 
notes that we learned in a mishna elsewhere (Pe'a 3:2): The Rabbis 
and Rabbi Akiva disagree with regard to a case where one harvested 
several separate patches in a field. Rabbi Akiva rules that each patch 
requires its own pe'a, whereas the Rabbis maintain that one pe'a is 
required for all of the patches. Nevertheless, the Rabbis concede 
to Rabbi Akiva in the case of one who sows dill’ or mustard in 
two or three separate locations" in a single field, that he leaves pe'a 
for each and every one of these plots on its own, rather than one 
corner for all of them. 


BACKGROUND 


Dill - naw: Dill, Anethum graveolens, is an annual or biennial 
herb that belongs to the Apiaceaa family. The dill plant reaches 
a height of 50-80 cm and produces small, yellow flowers that 
are grouped in umbels. Its thread-like leaves, which have a 
unique scent, are used as a spice. Its seeds and the oil extracted 
from them were once used for medicinal purposes. In the time 
of the Mishna dill was commonly grown in herb gardens. Today 
it is cultivated in gardens on a limited basis and grows wild in 
various places. 


Dill 


Sows dill or mustard in two or three separate locations — yt 
minipa awh owa brn ix maw: When one plants a type 
of vegetable that is planted in garden beds, such as dill or 
mustard, he leaves pe'a for each and every bed individually. 


HALAKHA 


This halakha is in accordance with the opinions of all the 
tanna‘im in the mishna in Pe'a, as the Rabbis concede to Rabbi 
Akiva in this case (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot 
Aniyyim 3:11). 
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The Gemara asks: But with regard to dill, from which one is obli- 
gated to designate pe'a, as stated in the mishna, one must also be 
obligated to separate tithe, since if the obligation of pe'a applies 
then the obligation of tithes likewise applies. As we learned in 
the mishna (soa): With regard to any produce from which one 
is obligated to designate pe'a, one is likewise obligated to 
separate tithe. 


And from the fact that with regard to dill one is obligated to sepa- 
rate tithe, it follows that it becomes impure with the ritual impu- 
rity of food. As the mishna on s0a states: Any food that is obligated 

in tithes becomes impure with the ritual impurity of food. Appar- 
ently, any item that is prepared in order to add taste to food, such 

as dill, becomes impure with the ritual impurity of food, as this 

dill is prepared in order to add taste to food. 
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HALAKHA 


They do not become impure with the ritual impurity 
of food - phair Div pava jx: Although people do 
partake of spices such as costus, anomum, chief spices, 
root of crowfoot, asafoetida, peppers, and a cake of saf- 
flower, they are not considered food to the extent that 
they become impure with the ritual impurity of food, as 
they are used only for flavoring or to enhance the aroma 
or appearance of the food. This ruling is in accordance 
with the mishna in Okatzin and the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 1:6). 


They should also not be bought with second-tithe 
money - Wyn p22 inp» xb o7 ax: Although people 
do eat spices such as costus, amomum, chief spices, root 
of crowfoot, asafoetida, peppers, and a cake of safflower, 
they may not be bought with second-tithe money, as 
they are used only for flavoring or to enhance the aroma 
or appearance of the food. This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 7:9). 
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And the Gemara raises a contradiction to this conclusion from a 
mishna (Okatzin 3:5), which deals with the ritual impurity of food: 
With regard to spices such as costus,® amomum,,’ chief spices, 
root of crowfoot,’ asafoetida,® peppers, and a cake of safflower, 
although their function is merely to add taste to food, they are 
considered food for the purposes of the following halakha: They 
may be bought with second-tithe money, which must be taken to 
Jerusalem and used to purchase food. But they are not considered 
food insofar as they do not become impure with the ritual 
impurity of food." This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri said to Rabbi Akiva: If they are consid- 
ered food to the extent that they may be bought with second-tithe 
money, for what reason are they not considered food in terms of 
becoming impure with the ritual impurity of food? And if they 
do not become impure with the ritual impurity of food because 
they are not considered food, then they should also not be bought 
with second-tithe money." 


BACKGROUND 


Costus — vip: This is a substance derived from the root of the 
aromatic plant of the same name, Costus speciosus, or crépe gin- 
ger, from the family of ginger plants. It was used as an ingredient 
in the incense in the Temple, and the stem of its root was utilized 
for medicinal purposes. 


Crépe ginger 


Amomum - own: The amomum plant, which is identified as 
a member of the ginger family, is characterized by its pungent 
odor. 


Amomum 


Crowfoot [tei’a] - ngA: This possibly refers to one or many spe- 


cies in the buttercup family, genus Ranunculus, which includes 
several species known as crowfoot. 


Asafoetida - mohn: Ferula assa-foetida, also known as devil's 
dung or giant fennel, is a perennial plant of the celery family. It 
has a thick root and a stem with leafed branches. The asafoetida 
grows to a height of 2-3 m. It is native mainly to Afghanistan 
and the neighboring regions, though related species, such as the 
Ferula communis, the giant fennel, can be found elsewhere in the 
Middle East, including Eretz Yisrael. The plant grows for several 
years until it blossoms and produces fruit, after which it dies. 

Medicinal asafoetida is manufactured from the resin found 
in the root of the plant. It was used, and is still used today, as 
a medicine in the form of powder, creams, pills, and in other 
forms, both for intestinal diseases and for strengthening the 
nervous system. In certain places, asafoetida is even used as a 
spice. Consumption of asafoetida in amounts of more than 1 g is 
toxic both to ruminants and to humans. 


Asafoetida 


= d - a 
Common water crowfoot, indigenous to Eretz Yisrael 
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And Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri said with regard to this halakha: 
They counted the opinions of the Sages, and they concluded that 
these spices may not be bought with second-tithe money, and 
they do not become impure with the ritual impurity of food. This 
apparently contradicts the previous claim that dill, which is a spice, 
becomes impure with the ritual impurity of food. 


Rav Hisda says the following resolution of the difficulty: When that 
baraita, which indicates that dill is considered food and can contract 
the impurity of food, is taught, it is referring to dill that is prepared 
for a spice dish [likhmakh]," i.e., to be ground and placed in a 
Babylonian spice, kutah, which is used as a dip. 


Rav Ashi said: I said this halakha of Rav Hisda’s before Rav Kah- 
ana, and he commented: Do not say that the baraita is referring 
specifically to a case where the dill was prepared for a spice dish 
from the outset, which would indicate that if dill is undesignated 
then it is intended to be an ingredient in a pot of food. Rather, 
undesignated dill is also prepared for a spice dish. As we learned 
in a mishna (Okatzin 3:4): With regard to teruma dill, once it 
imparted flavor in a pot" of food and was removed from the pot, it 
is no longer subject to the prohibition of a non-priest partaking 
of teruma, and it can no longer become impure with the ritual 
impurity of food. 


Rav Kahana explains the proof: It can be inferred from this mishna 
that until the dill has imparted flavor in a pot of food it is subject 
to the prohibition of a non-priest partaking of teruma, and it can 
become impure with the ritual impurity of food. And if it enters 
your mind that undesignated dill is intended as an ingredient in a 
pot of food, then even when one did not place the dill in a pot, 
the same halakha with respect to teruma and impurity should apply, 
as when it is undesignated the dill is intended as an ingredient in 
a pot of food. Rather, must one not conclude from the mishna 
that undesignated dill is prepared for a spice dish?’ The Gemara 
concludes: Learn from the mishna that this is the case. 


MI SHNA With regard to any animal, i.e., sheep and 


rams, from which one is obligated by Torah 
law (see Deuteronomy 18:4) to give the first shearing of its wool to 
a priest, he is obligated to have gifts of the priesthood, i.e., the 
foreleg, the jaw, and the maw, which must be removed from slaugh- 
tered animals, taken from it (see Deuteronomy 18:3). And there are 
animals from which one is obligated to have gifts of the priesthood 
taken from them, e.g., cattle and goats, but from which he is not 
obligated to give the first shearing. 


The mishna teaches a similar principle: For all Sabbatical-Year pro- 
duce to which there applies the obligation of eradication’ from the 
house when it ceases to be available to the animals in the field, there 
is the sanctity of Sabbatical-Year produce upon it," i.e., it may not 
be used for commerce and is ownerless while it is attached to the 
ground. And there is produce for which there is the sanctity of 
Sabbatical-Year produce, but for which there is no obligation of 
eradication from the house, e.g., produce that is preserved in the 
ground and does not cease to be available in the field. 


Eradication - ya: There are two primary opinions with regard 
to the requirement to remove produce that grows during the 
Sabbatical Year. Between those who hold each opinion, there is 
a disagreement with regard to the details of the halakha. One 
opinion is that eradication must be performed after a certain 
species is no longer found in the field. It is carried out by destroy- 
ing the produce that remains in the house, either by burning 


BACKGROUND 
Ra'avad). According to others, the process entails removing the 
produce from one’s house and then declaring it ownerless. When 
a given type of produce is no longer in the field, one removes 
it from his home and declares it ownerless, thereby rendering 
it available to both the poor and the wealthy to eat in the field 
(Tosafot; Smag; Ramban). According to some tanna‘im, it may be 
eaten only by the poor. 


it, throwing it into the sea, or a similar action (Rashi; Rambam; 


NOTES 


Referring to dill that is prepared for a spice dish 
[likhmakh] - p» mwya nawa: Some commentar- 
ies maintain that the dill is ground up to be used as an 
ingredient in the Babylonian spice kutah. Accordingly, 
it is meant to be eaten as food, not merely as flavor- 
ing (Rashi; Arukh). Others explain that the dill is eaten 
unprocessed, as a kind of vegetable dessert (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna on tractate Okatzin; Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:7). If so, likhmakh means 
to eat as a dessert, rather than to include in a kutah 
(Arukh LaNer). The commentary here follows the first 
interpretation. 


Undesignated dill is prepared for a spice dish - xan 
mwy yon): Some early commentaries maintain that 
undesignated dill is intended to be used as a food, 
like any other vegetable. If one intended to use it for 
flavoring it is no longer considered a food, and it can- 
not become impure with the ritual impurity of food 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:7, and 
see Ra’avad there). 


HALAKHA 


Teruma dill once it imparted flavor in a pot - nawat 
Typa ovy mpn: Dill that was not designated for 
a specific purpose is intended to be eaten, like other 
vegetables. If one designated it for use as flavoring, it 
can no longer become impure with the ritual impurity 
of food. Furthermore, once dill has imparted flavor in a 
pot, it is considered refuse and can no longer become 
impure with the impurity of food (Rambam). Others 
maintain that thought alone does not exempt it from 
contracting the ritual impurity of food (Ra’avad). Rather, 
it remains subject to becoming impure until it has 
imparted flavor in a pot (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 1:7 and Kesef Mishne there). 


There is the sanctity of Sabbatical-Year produce 
upon it - myaw b w»: The leaves of the wild arum 
and the ceterach, and likewise their value, are subject 
to the sanctity of Sabbatical-Year produce and eradica- 
tion, since they are not preserved in the ground, and 
they are used for human consumption. The halakha 
is in accordance with the mishna in tractate Shevi'it 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 7:13). 
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BACKGROUND 

Wild arum - mei aah: This plant is generally identi- 
fied as the arum of Eretz Yisrael, Arum palaestinum, 
of the Araceae family. The plant has a bulb in the 
ground from which large leaves sprout. The arum’s 
inflorescence has a unique structure and is covered 
with a special type of leaf called a spathe. All parts 
of the plant contain calcium oxalate, CaC204, which 
is poisonous and causes extreme itching to any skin 
that it comes in contact with. Consequently, arum is 
not eaten by people in its raw state, and few animals 
draw sustenance from it. The bulb and leaves are 
cooked or roasted to make them edible for human 
consumption. The plant grows in the wild in all 
regions of Eretz Yisrael. 


Ceterach — mT: Ceterach officinarum, commonly 
known as rustyback, is a short fern plant. In Eretz 
Yisrael it grows mainly in mountainous regions. It can 
serve as food for humans in exigent circumstances. 


Rustyback 


HALAKHA 

Root of the wild arum — Aviv ab apy: With regard 
o the root of the wild arum and the root of the ceter- 
ach, which are not used for human consumption, 
odder, or dye, since they are not utilized as firewood, 
hey and their value are subject to the sanctity of 
Sabbatical-Year produce. Nevertheless, the obligation 
of eradication does not apply to them, despite the 
act that they are not preserved in the ground. Rather, 
one may use them, and their value may be used until 
Rosh HaShana. This ruling is in accordance with the 
mishna in tractate Shevi‘it (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 7:14). 


Any fish that has scales has fins and there are fish 
that have fins but do not have scales - 1 ww bs 
nypwp tb pyr var b wow wy vay b w nepwp: 
Any fish that has scales has fins as well, but there are 
fish that have fins but do not have scales. Therefore, 
if one found a piece of a fish containing scales, one 
may eat it without investigating whether or not it has 
fins. If he found one containing fins, he may not eat 
it until he ascertains that it also has scales (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:24; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 83:3). 
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G E M ARA" mishna teaches that the sanctity of 


Sabbatical-Year produce applies to any 
produce upon which there is an obligation of eradication, but the 
converse is not necessarily the case. The Gemara cites an example 
of plants whose various parts illustrate these halakhot: Plants such 
as the wild arum? leaf and the ceterach, which cease to be avail- 
able in the field during the rainy season, are subject to eradication 
and to the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year. Examples of the second 
halakha of the mishna, that there is produce for which there is 
the sanctity of Sabbatical-Year produce but for which there is no 
obligation of eradication from the house, include the root of the 
wild arum" and the root of the ceterach. 


The Gemara explains that it is written in connection to the Sab- 
batical Year: “And for the cattle and the beasts that are in your 
land, all its produce may be eaten” (Leviticus 25:7), from which 
it is derived: As long as the undomesticated animals eat a type 
of produce from the field, you may feed that type of produce to 
your domesticated animal in the house, as it still remains in the 
field. But if that type of produce has ceased for the undomesti- 
cated animals in the field, you must cease feeding it to your 
domesticated animal in the house. This is the obligation of eradi- 
cation. And these, the root of the wild arum and the ceterach, 
have not ceased for undomesticated animals in the field, and 
therefore there is no obligation of eradication. 

It is written: “Whatever has fins and scales 


MI S HN in the waters, in the seas, and in the rivers, 


you may eat them” (Leviticus 11:9). There is a principle with regard 
to the signs indicating that fish are kosher: Any fish that has scales 
has fins; and there are fish that have fins but do not have 
scales." Similarly, with regard to kosher animals it is written: 


“Whatever parts the hoof, and is wholly cloven-footed, and chews 


the cud, among the beasts, that you may eat” (Leviticus 11:3). Any 
animal that has horns has hooves; and there are animals that 
have hooves but do not have horns. 


È E M ARA The mishna teaches that any fish that has 


scales also has fins and therefore is a 
kosher fish. The mishna also stated that there are fish that have 
fins but do not have scales. Such a fish is a non-kosher fish. The 
Gemara asks: Since we rely exclusively upon the sign of the scales, 
as a fish that has scales necessarily has fins as well, why do I need 
the sign of fins that the Merciful One writes in the Torah as one 
of the criteria of kosher fish? 


The Gemara answers: If the Merciful One had not also written 
the sign of fins in the Torah, I would say: What does the word 
kaskeset, scales, that is written in the Torah mean? It does not 
mean scales, but fins. And I would therefore say that even a non- 
kosher fish, which has fins but no scales, is permitted. Therefore, 
the Merciful One writes both signs, fins and scales. 


The Gemara further asks: But now that the Merciful One 
wrote in the Torah fins and kaskeset, from where do we derive 
that kaskeset denotes clothing, i.e., scales, rather than fins? The 
Gemara answers: We derive it from a verse, as it is written about 
Goliath the Philistine: “And he was clad with a coat of mail 
[kaskasim]” (1 Samuel 17:5). 


Any fish that has scales has fins - 52D b w nepup b wy bs: 
Some commentaries maintain that there is in fact a fish that has 
scales and not fins, but it is so rare that it is not taken into account 


NOTES 


that any fish having scales also has fins, it is assumed that no fish 
exists that has scales and does not have fins (Taz; Peri Megadim; 
Mahazik Berakha). 


(Kereti UFleti, citing Ritva). Others hold that as the Torah asserts 
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The Gemara asks: But if there is proof that kaskeset means scales, the 
question returns: Let the Merciful One write only “scales” and 
then there would be no need to write “fins.” Rabbi Abbahu says, 
and likewise a Sage of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught, that 
this is in accordance with the verse: “The Lord was pleased, for His 
righteousness’ sake, to make Torah great and glorious” (Isaiah 
42:21). In this context, this means that it is fitting for the Torah to 
state all the characteristics of a kosher animal rather than merely 
state that which is absolutely necessary. 


MIS HN A This mishna teaches a generalization that is 


similar to the previous ones: Anything that 
requires a blessing after one partakes of it requires a blessing 
beforehand." And there exist items that require a blessing before 
but do not require a blessing thereafter. 


G E M A RA The mishna teaches that there are items that 


require a blessing before but not after. The 
Gemara inquires: What case does this halakha in the mishna add? 
The Gemara answers: It serves to add the case of vegetables, as 
one recites a blessing before eating them but not afterward. The 
Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak, who 
maintains that one recites a blessing on vegetables after eating 
them, what case does this halakha in the mishna add? The Gemara 
answers: It serves to add the case of water, as one recites a blessing 
before drinking it but not afterward. 


The Gemara further asks: And according to the opinion of Rav 
Pappa, who rules that one recites a blessing on water after drinking 
it, what case does this halakha in the mishna serve to add? The 
Gemara answers that the mishna, which does not explicitly mention 
food, serves to add mitzvot. In other words, one recites a blessing 
before performing a mitzva, e.g., wearing ritual fringes or taking the 
lulav and the like, but one does not recite a blessing after its fulfill- 
ment. The Gemara asks: And according to the residents of the 
West, Eretz Yisrael, who recite the following blessing after they 
remove their phylacteries: Who sanctified us with His mitzvot 
and commanded us to keep His laws, what does this halakha in 
the mishna come to add? The Gemara answers: It serves to add the 
case of 


fragrant spices." 


M I S H N A A young girl who reached the age of puberty 


and grew two pubic hairs is an adult. If her 
childless husband dies, she either performs halitza" and is thereby 
permitted to marry anyone, or enters into levirate marriage with 
her husband's brother. And furthermore, such a girl is obligated to 
fulfill all the mitzvot stated in the Torah in which women are 
obligated. 


NOTES 


Fragrant spices — 917; Since one derives only minor pleasure 
from smelling spices, he recites the blessing: Who creates spice 
trees, only before smelling them, but not afterward (Rashi). Others 
explain that the reason for not reciting a blessing afterward is 
that unlike eating food, where one derives pleasure even after 


the food is eaten, until digestion has been completed, there is 
no residual benefit to the body after one finishes smelling the 
fragrance (Magen Avraham, citing Kolbo). It is therefore comparable 
to the case of food that has already been digested, for which one 
no longer recites a blessing (Taz). 


NOTES 
To make Torah great and glorious - min bony 
pa: The Torah is enhanced when it clarifies itself, 
rather than requiring elucidation from elsewhere, e.g., 
the narrative of Goliath, as in this case, or from other 
verses in the Prophets and Writings (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 
Anything that requires a blessing after one par- 
takes of it requires a blessing beforehand - bs 
129 mI pyy vyh T272 pywA: Any food item 
that requires a blessing after consuming it requires 
a blessing beforehand as well (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Berakhot 8:8). 


HALAKHA 
Fragrant spices — 3m; It is prohibited to derive plea- 
sure from a pleasant fragrance without first reciting 
a blessing. No blessing is recited after smelling a fra- 
grance (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 216:1). 


Performs halitza - nybin: A young girl does not 
perform halitza until she is twelve years and one day 
old and has grown two pubic hairs (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 1:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 167:4). 
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HALAKHA 


And he is fit to be declared a stubborn and rebellious 
son - MTN Tid ja nia KN: According to the tradi- 
tion of the Sages, one can be “declared a stubborn and 
rebellious son only from the age of thirteen and one day, 
and from when he has grown two pubic hairs until the 
hair completely surrounds his organ. At that point he is 
independent and is no longer liable to be executed by 
stoning in this manner (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Mamrim 7:5). 


A young girl who reached puberty and grew two hairs 
can no longer perform refusal — nw nwany npn 
yd abi» Ayes niww: Until when can a young girl per- 
form refusalto enda marriage with her husband to whom 
she was married as a minor by her mother or brothers 
after her father's death? Until she grows two pubic hairs 
after she reaches the age of twelve and one day, or gives 
birth. As long as she has not yet grown two hairs or given 
birth, she is considered a minor, even if she developed 
signs of being a sexually underdeveloped woman. But if 
she is twenty years old and she developed signs of a sexu- 
ally underdeveloped woman, she is considered an adult 
retroactively from the age of twelve and one day. This is 
the halakha even if she later grew two hairs. Consequently, 
she may no longer perform refusal (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Geirushin 11:4; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:12). 
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And likewise, a young boy who reached the age of puberty and grew 
two pubic hairs is an adult and is obligated to fulfill all the mitzvot 
stated in the Torah. And he is fit to be declared a stubborn and 
rebellious son" if he performs the actions that warrant that designa- 
tion, from when he grows two pubic hairs until his beard will form 
a circle. During that period, although he is an adult and punishable 
for his actions, he is incapable of fathering a child. Consequently, as 
he is a son and not a father, he can be designated a stubborn and 
rebellious son. 


The mishna explains that the reference is to the lower, pubic, hair, 
and not to the upper, facial, hair. But the term beard is used, despite 
its being subject to misinterpretation, due to the fact that the Sages 
spoke euphemistically. 


A young girl who reached the age of puberty and grew two pubic 
hairs can no longer perform refusal"! to end a marriage with a 
husband to whom she was married as a minor by her mother or 
brothers after her father’s death. Rabbi Yehuda says: She retains the 
right to perform refusal until the pubic hair will grow to the extent 
that the black hair will be preponderant in the pubic area. 


G E M ARA The Gemara raises an objection: But since 


we learned in the mishna that a young girl 
who reached the age of puberty and grew two pubic hairs is consid- 
ered an adult and is obligated to fulfill all the mitzvot stated in the 
Torah, why do I need the mishna to also teach: She either performs 
halitza or enters into levirate marriage. These specific examples are 
included in the broader statement. 


The Gemara explains: This emphasis serves to exclude the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, who said: Man, i.e., an adult man, is written in the 
passage of halitza: “And if the man does not wish to take his brother’s 
wife” (Deuteronomy 25:7). But with regard to the woman, whether 
she is an adult or whether she is a minor, she can be released by 
halitza, as the Torah does not specify her age. The mishna teaches 
us that the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei. Rather, if she grew two pubic hairs, then yes, she can perform 
halitza, whereas if she did not grow two hairs, she may not perform 
halitza or enter into levirate marriage. What is the reason for this 
ruling? It is that the halakha of the woman is like that of the man, as 
a woman is juxtaposed to man in this passage. 


The Gemara asks further: And since we learned in the continuation 
of the mishna: And likewise, a young boy who reached the age of 
puberty and grew two pubic hairs is an adult, why do I need the 
mishna to add explicitly: Is obligated to fulfill all the mitzvot stated 
in the Torah? 


And if you would say that the mishna specified this because it 
wanted to teach the particular halakha: And he is fit to be declared 
a stubborn and rebellious son, that cannot be the reason, as we 
already learned that halakha on another occasion in a mishna 
(Sanhedrin 68b): When is such a boy liable to receive the death 
penalty imposed upon a stubborn and rebellious son? From when 
he grows two pubic hairs until his beard will form a circle. The 
reference is to the lower, pubic, hair and not to the upper, facial hair, 
but the term beard is used, due to the fact that the Sages spoke 
euphemistically. 


Refusal — ,3x2: A girl under the age of twelve can be married 
off by her father. But if her father is no longer alive then by Torah 
law she cannot marry while still a minor. Nevertheless, the Sages 
instituted that her mother or brothers may marry her off with 
her consent. Since her consent is not halakhically valid until she 


BACKGROUND 


once she reaches twelve years of age by performing refusal, i.e., 
by declaring that she does not desire this marriage. In such cases, 
no bill of divorce is necessary. When a girl performs refusal, the 
marriage is nullified retroactively, and it is considered as though 
she had never been married at all. 


reaches the age of maturity, the girl may terminate this marriage 
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The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so, i.e., it is not necessary for 
the mishna to specify with regard to a boy that he is obligated to fulfill 
all the mitzvot stated in the Torah. But since the mishna specified 
this matter in the case of a young girl, it also specified this matter 
in the case of a young boy. 


§ The mishna teaches: A young girl who reached the age of puberty 
and grew two pubic hairs can no longer perform refusal to end a 
marriage with a husband to whom she was married as a minor by her 
mother or brothers after her father’s death. Rabbi Yehuda maintains 
that she retains the right of refusal until the pubic hair grows to the 
extent that the black hair is preponderant in the pubic area. Rabbi 
Abbahu says that Rabbi Elazar says: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


And Rabbi Yehuda concedes to the Rabbis that if she engaged in 
intercourse with her husband after she grew two pubic hairs, she 
can no longer perform refusal. This is because the act ofintercourse 
renders her betrothed to him by Torah law, and refusal is a rabbinic 
enactment that is effective only with regard to a betrothal that applies 
by rabbinic law. 


Rav Kahana’s colleagues thought to perform an action in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna, and to 
permit a young girl who had grown two pubic hairs to perform 
refusal, even though she had engaged in intercourse with her hus- 
band after growing two hairs. They held that until the pubic hair 
grows to the extent that the black hair is preponderant in the pubic 
area, her betrothal does not apply by Torah law. 


Rav Kahana said to his colleagues: Didn’t the incident involving 
Rabbi Yishmael’s daughter, who was married as a minor by her 
mother and brothers after her father’s death, transpire in that man- 
ner? As she came to the study hall to refuse her marriage, and her 
son was riding on her shoulders. And on that very day, Rabbi 
Yishmael’s statement, that a young girl may perform refusal even 
if she engaged in intercourse with her husband after growing two 
hairs, was mentioned in the study hall. And she cried with a great 
weeping in the study hall, as a result of the incident. 


The Sages who were in the study hall said: Could it be that with 
regard to a matter that that righteous Rabbi Yishmael said, i.e., that 
she can perform refusal, his offspring would stumble upon it? The 
consequence of her refusal is that she is considered to have borne 
the child retroactively out of wedlock. 


As Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel says in the name of Rabbi Yish- 
mael: The verse states with regard to a sota: “And neither was she 

taken” (Numbers 5:13), i.e., raped. In this case she is prohibited to 

her husband. It may be inferred that if she was taken forcefully she 

is permitted" to her husband. And there is a case of another woman 

where, even though she was not taken forcefully, but was willing, 
she nevertheless remains permitted. And which case is this? This is 

referring to one whose betrothal was a mistaken betrothal, as, even 

if her son from this marriage is riding on her shoulders she may 
perform refusal and go off as pleases her. Although she engaged in 

intercourse with her husband after growing two pubic hairs, she was 

relying on the original betrothal, which was a mistaken betrothal, 
and did not intend to become betrothed to him by means of this 

intercourse, which would have rendered her betrothed by Torah law. 
She may therefore nullify the betrothal by means of refusal. 


And the Gemara relates that as a result of the event involving Rabbi 
Yishmael’s daughter, the Sages assembled, counted the votes, and 
concluded: Until when may a young girl perform refusal? Until 
she grows two pubic hairs. Once Rav Kahana’ colleagues heard this, 
they retracted and did not perform an action in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna, to permit the girl to 
perform refusal as they had originally planned. 


HALAKHA 
If she was taken forcefully she is permitted - nwan) 
mm: The wife of an Israelite who was raped is per- 
mitted to her husband (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Issurei Bia 18:7; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 6, 14). 
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LANGUAGE 
Constable [ballasha] — xwha: From the Aramaic 
balash, meaning search. The Gemara refers to bal- 
lashim, who were policemen or soldiers sent to 
conduct searches and seize property. Apparently 
Rabbi Yehuda Nesia had such forces at his disposal, 
possibly assigned to him by the government. 


Forelock [belorit] - nba: Many derivations have 
been suggested for this word, mostly based on 
Latin and Greek words, none of which fit perfectly. 
This hairstyle involved letting one’s hair grow long, 
particularly on the back of the head, and then shav- 
ing it off in a ritual of idolatrous worship. 


HALAKHA 


Must have follicles at their roots - xp pqs 
niaaa pya: The two hairs which serve as a sign of 
adulthood must be in the area of the sexual organs, 
and they must have follicles at their roots. The hairs 
serve as a sign even if they both occupy a single 
follicle (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:17; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:16). 


Even if there are no hairs — niwy pxw 9 by aK: 
If there are two follicles next to each other, they 
constitute a sign of adulthood even if they contain 
no hairs. The assumption is that follicles do not 
exist without hair, and therefore they must have 
contained hair that fell out. This is in accordance 
with the ruling of Rav Malkiyyu, citing Rav Adda 
bar Ahava (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:17; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:16). 
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The Gemara further relates that Rabbi Yitzhak and the disciples of 
Rabbi Hanina performed an action in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna, and permitted a young girl who 
had grown two pubic hairs to perform refusal, even though she had 
engaged in intercourse with her husband after growing two hairs. 
Rav Shemen bar Abba subsequently went and stated this story 
before Rabbi Yohanan, and Rabbi Yohanan went and stated it 
before Rabbi Yehuda Nesia. Rabbi Yehuda Nesia sent a constable 
[ballasha]‘ and removed that girl from her second husband. 


With regard to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, that the black hair must be 
preponderant in the pubic area, Rav Hisda says that Mar Ukva says: 
This does not mean that the black hair must literally be preponder- 
ant in the pubic area. Rather, there must be two hairs lying down, 
so that it appears as though the black hairs in the pubic area cover 
an area greater than the white area uncovered by hair. Rava says: 
Rabbi Yehuda means that there are two hairs that surround the 
pubic area from end to end. 


§ The mishna teaches that the growth of two hairs is a sign of becom- 
ing an adult. The Gemara clarifies the details of this halakha. Rabbi 
Helbo says that Rav Huna says: These two hairs that the Sages said 
are a sign of adulthood must have follicles at their roots." Rav 
Malkiyyu says that Rav Adda bar Ahava says: If there are two fol- 
licles next to each other, they constitute a sign of adulthood even if 
there are no hairs" in them. The assumption is that follicles do not 
exist without hair, and therefore there must have been hairs there 
that fell out. 


This halakha was stated by a Sage by the name of Rav Malkiyyu. To 
prevent confusion between his rulings and those of the similarly 
named Rav Malkiyya, Rabbi Hanina, son of Rav Ika, says: The 
halakha involving a skewer, the halakha with regard to maidser- 
vants, and the halakha involving hair follicles" were all stated by Rav 
Malkiyyu. By contrast, the halakha with regard to the forelock 
[belorit], the halakha involving burnt ashes, and the halakha 
with regard to cheese were all stated by a different Sage named 
Rav Malkiyya. 


Rav Pappa says: The aforementioned halakhot that relate to a 
mishna or a baraita were stated by Rav Malkiyya, whereas halakhot 
that do not refer to a mishna or baraita but are independent state- 
ments of amora’im were taught by Rav Malkiyyu. And a mnemonic 
to remember this is: The mishna is a queen [malketa], i.e., the 
comments that are referring to a mishna were issued by Rav 
Malkiyya, whose name is similar to the Aramaic term for queen. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between the opinion of 
Rabbi Hanina, son of Rav Ika, and Rav Pappa? The Gemara answers: 
The difference between them is with regard to which Sage taught 
the halakha involving maidservants. Rav Pappa maintains that it 
was taught by Rav Malkiyya, as it is referring to a dispute in a mishna. 
By contrast, according to Rabbi Hanina, this halakha was stated by 
Rav Malkiyyu. 


NOTES 
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A skewer, maidservants, and hair follicles - niay ninaw Taw: 
The term skewer is referring to a halakha of the Festivals, that one 
may not move a skewer on which meat was roasted but that he 
must rather allow it to fall in its place (see Beitza 28b). The term 
maidservants is a reference to one of the halakhot of a marriage 
contract. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion in the mishna 
(see Ketubot 59b) that even if a wife brought into the marriage a 
large dowry including one hundred maidservants, she may not 
remain idle but is required to perform at least some minimal house- 
hold tasks. 

The term forelock, mentioned in the halakhot of Rav Malkiyya, 


refers to the halakhot of idol worship. Idolaters would grow forelocks 
in deference to their idol. It is taught in a baraita that a Jew who cuts 
the hair of a gentile must distance his hand from the forelock. The 
Gemara rules that the barber must avoid cutting hair within three 
fingerbreadths of the forelock (see Avoda Zara 29a). The term burnt 
ashes is referring to the prohibition against tattoos. One may not 
place burnt ashes on a wound for medicinal purposes, as this creates 
the appearance of a tattoo (see Makkot 21a). Finally, the term cheese 
is a reference to a halakha proscribing the consumption of cheese 
produced by gentiles (see Avoda Zara 29b), because they smooth it 
with forbidden fat (see Avoda Zara 35b). 
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With regard to the halakha of Rav Malkiyyu itself, concerning fol- 
licles, Rav Ashi says: Mar Zutra told me that Rabbi Hanina of Sura 
posed the following difficulty: If it is correct that follicles suffice as 
a sign of adulthood, let the tanna of the mishna not evade the issue, 
but rather let him teach us explicitly that follicles are a sign of 
adulthood even ifthey do not contain hair. The Gemara answers: If 
the mishna had taught us the case of follicles, I would say that they 
are not considered a sign of adulthood until there are two hairs in 
two follicles. By omitting any mention of follicles in the mishna, the 
tanna teaches us that even two hairs in one follicle" are a sign of 
adulthood. 


The Gemara asks: And is there actually a case like this, of two hairs 

in one follicle? Butisn’t it written: “He crushes me with a tempest, 
and multiplies my wounds without cause” (Job 9:17); and Rava 
said with regard to this verse: Job blasphemed with a tempest, and 

with a tempest he was answered. He blasphemed with a tempest, 
as Job said before God: Master of the Universe, perhaps a tempest 

passed before You and You confused Iyyov, Job, with oyev, enemy. 
With a tempest he was answered, as the verse states: “Then the 

Lord answered 


Job out of the tempest, and said” (Job 38:1-3) to him: Greatest 
imbecile in the world! I have created many hairs on a person’s 
head, and for each and every hair I created its own distinct follicle, 
so that two hairs should not draw sustenance from one follicle. 
As, were two hairs to draw sustenance from one follicle, it would 
weaken a man’s vision. Now if I did not confuse one follicle with 
another, would I confuse a man named Iyyov with oyev? This 
indicates that two hairs do not grow from one follicle. 


The Gemara answers: It is not difficult; that statement above, that 
two hairs in one follicle is a valid sign of adulthood, is referring to 
the hairs in the rest of a person's body, whereas this statement, that 
there cannot be two hairs in one follicle, is referring to the hairs on 
a person’s head. 


Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The two hairs that the Sages 
said are signs of adulthood are valid signs even if they are not adja- 
cent; but rather one hair is on the spoon-shaped area" above his 
organ and one is on the young boy’s testicles. 


HALAKHA 


The two hairs that the Sages said are signs of adulthood 
are valid even if one hair is on the spoon-shaped area — 
aaa by nox yon Waxw niwe mw: The two pubic hairs that 
are a sign of adulthood must be located in the genital area. Hairs 
that are located anywhere on the entire pubic area are valid signs, 
whether they are higher or lower or on the reproductive organs 
themselves. But the two hairs must be adjacent to each other, in 


accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (see Kesef Mishne and 
Beit Shmuel). Others maintain that even if one hair is on her back 
and another on her lower abdomen, or one on her finger joints 
and one on her toe joints (see Lehem Mishne and Maggid Mishne), 
she is considered an adult with regard to refusing her marriage, 
but not with regard to performing halitza (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Ishut 2:17; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 155:17). 


HALAKHA 
Two hairs in one follicle — nny xana MWY nw: Two 
pubic hairs in one follicle are a sign of adulthood. This 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 155:16). 
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BACKGROUND 

Village of Akko — tay 393: The village of Akko, as indi- 
cated by its name, was one of the settlements that 
enveloped the city of Akko, or Acre. This city served 
as a center for the residents of the entire area, provid- 
ing them with essential services. The village of Akko, 
like other villages near the city of Acre, supplied the 
city with agricultural products. It was an especially 
important village among those situated near Acre, as 
it was located on the main route leading to Lebanon 
and Syria. 

Some identify the village of Akko with the settle- 
ment of Kafr Yasif, east of the city of Acre. In the past 
here was a large Jewish presence there. Indeed, 
Josephus calls the place the village of Akko and lists 
among the areas he fortified in anticipation of the 
battle with the Romans. The village was inhabited by 
Jews throughout the entire period of the Mishna and 
he Gemara, and even afterward, until recent times. 
The remains of many graves have been discovered 
at this site, as well as other important archaeological 
findings. 


Location of the village of Akko 


Tzaidan — }P¥: Tzaidan, which was also called Beit 
Tzayda or Bethsaida, and was referred to by Josephus 
as Julias, its Roman name, was a village on the north- 
ern side of the Sea of Galilee, adjacent to the estuary of 
the Jordan River. It was home to various Sages during 
the mishnaic period, as well as afterward. 


PERSONALITIES 

Hanina ben Hakhinai — *%23n ya xan: Hanina, or 
Hananya, ben Hakhinai is identified by the Gemara as 
one of those referred to by the appellation: They delib- 
erated before the Sages in Yavne, who knew seventy 
anguages. He was a preeminent disciple of Rabbi 
Akiva. Traditions and halakhot cited in his name can 
be found throughout the Mishna, the Josefta, various 
halakhic midrashim, and the Talmud. In one midrash, 
Hanina ben Hakhinai is listed among the ten martyrs. 


LANGUAGE 
Filling with hair [kilkul] - basbs: This word has a 
similar meaning in Syriac, i.e. a head full of hair. In 
the Mishna its precise meaning is the hair located on 
the temples, although it is also used in reference to a 
mass of hair elsewhere on the body, as in this case. 


Pair [zug] - 3t: From the Greek Cvyév, zugon, mean- 
ing a pair of a certain item. It is therefore used to refer 
to utensils that come in pairs, particularly scissors. 


362 


NIDDA : PEREK VI: §2B : :33917 15 


Ox — TAKY TWE AW IIP INAN 
vay Sy nos ADDI NON) AN3 NIN 
WPa WY NT? by POWIS K wp 
12 yaw vay at "bn by pniyary 
13] DW TONY iY 399 WR TTT 
AW MY Ty ATO DIVAN PAN yw 

In Dipaa niwy 


ray Ty Anya NAT ND wpa wy 
TDM 137 VND ST We one 
Waits (DP DT NET TIPY TY NİK 
TY RIN MPO 13 UYT ppAY W 

D37anY 


KPIT 2 KIAT AKYA JYAW I VN) 
al byw W AAWD WON) [PES 
2maxon NIT DA 19” b vin MDpY 
hye mw wanw ty” Jb wax ox 
Tayna TYI nipoy ra xbay baing 
Dmx xn idee ay mya nobis 

vat 1b 


basa 27 OX NPP DYN KIW 
WED ys — NIPP Ta ATI VTP YR- 7 
AY WADY TY - NINII NIT Ng Y 

niwy 


mmaa ninay niwe onw m 
nib "I2- DIpn baa NNAK DYN 
ER or IT - ype pws 
TONS yi T is dy 

ana NDD aw tp İK KPY 


The Gemara notes that this is also taught in a baraita: The two 
hairs that the Sages said are signs of adulthood are valid signs even 
if one hair is on the young girl’s back, below her pubic area, and 
one on her lower abdomen." The same applies if one hair is on 
the finger joints of her hand and one hair is on the toe joints of 
her foot. This is the statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda, of 
the village of Akko,’ who said it in the name of Rabbi Shimon. 
And what do the Rabbis say about this matter? Rav Hisda says: 
According to the Rabbis, they are not a valid sign of adulthood 
unless the two hairs are in one place." 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree 
with regard to when a young girl can perform refusal. According 
to the Rabbis, it is until she grows two pubic hairs after she reaches 
the age of twelve years and one day. According to Rabbi Yehuda 
she still retains the right to perform refusal at that point, until the 
majority of the pubic area is filled with hair. In this regard, the 
Sages taught in a baraita: Until when can a young girl perform 
refusal? Until she grows two pubic hairs; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: She can perform refusal until 
the area covered by the black pubic hairs is greater than the white 
skin of the genital area. Rabbi Yosei says: Until the nipple is 
surrounded by hair. Ben Shelakot says: Until the pubic area is 
filled with hair. 


And Rabbi Shimon said: Hanina ben Hakhinai’ found me in the 
city of Tzaidan® and said to me: When you reach Rabbi Akiva, 
say to him: Until when can a young girl perform refusal? If he 
says to you that she may perform refusal until she grows two 
pubic hairs, say to him: But didn’t ben Shelakot testify in the 
presence of all of you in Yavne that she may perform refusal until 
the pubic area is filled with hair [shetekhalkel], and you did not 
say anything to him, thereby indicating that you conceded to him? 


Rabbi Shimon continued: When I reached Rabbi Akiva, and I 
said what I had been told to say to him, he said to me: I do not 
know what this filling with hair [kilkul]' is, I don’t know any ben 
Shelakot, and my opinion with regard to your question, until 
when can a young girl perform refusal, is that she can perform 


refusal until she grows two pubic hairs. 
The two white or black hairs that are 


MI S H N mentioned with regard to disqualification 


ofa red heifer; and the two white hairs mentioned with regard to 

leprous marks, i.e., that if they grow within a white leprous mark, 
it is impure; and the two hairs that are mentioned in every place, 
i.e. with regard to a young boy and girl, are significant only if they 
are long enough to bend the top of the hairs to reach their roots. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Eliezer says: 
They must be long enough to grasp them and cut them with a 

fingernail. Rabbi Akiva says: They must be long enough to be 

cut with a pair [bezug]! of scissors. 


NOTES 


Even if one hair is on her back and one on her lower abdo- 
men — ADDS NNN a3 NO +x: The commentaries disagree 
whether the reference to her back and lower abdomen is meant 
literally or euphemistically. Some maintain that they allude to areas 
of her genitalia (Rashi; Rashba), as the Sages spoke euphemistically 
concerning these matters (Meiri). 


Unless two hairs are in one place - oipaa iww nw ww ty 
“my: The early commentaries disagree with regard tothe opinion 
of the Rabbis. Some maintain that although the Rabbis rule that 
the two hairs must be in one location, they agree with Rabbi 
Shimon that they are not required to be in the pubic area. Even 


if they grow on the finger joints, they are a sign of adulthood. 
According to this interpretation, the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi 
Shimon only insofar as they require that the two hairs must be 
adjacent (Ramban; Rashba; Ritva; Ran). 

Some early commentaries further conclude that the same 
applies to a young boy. They contend that two hairs in any part 
of the body where hair does not usually grow until adulthood are 
considered a sign of adulthood (Ran). It has been noted that this 
is a lone opinion (Fizehu Mekoman), and the authorities rule that 
only pubic hairs are a sign of adulthood. This is stated explicitly by 
Tosafot on Yevamot 80b. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


mba: MAP VWI WAX NTEN 31 WK A 
van ibaa "a 


np app HA -ona meng ITV 


DSM, PN 37734 - ai ow NDIN 
Si Own DANA PX DNx 


DIPOI 13 KPA 9D] 2DAN ND 1A 
WAI DOI JD KIIN 127 INT N'T 
DANSTW DYDI own 72 PX ONS 

Apt p> prea 


ab nipan mipibn awhw mwad - ays 
Dn yw AMC Ww IX OND ophy TYM 
mph PROT DADNT (7 7- TM pbm 

ap 


-Kp TAN NDT ni phn mwhw Kw 
PROVED TY PO DII Ww wT 


IAI? Mean KYNT Se - Ke 
Jo ynwa xp bow 


PEPEN I NMT INTI NII NITTON 
pipes Po mwa MAND KW 9 317 
AP I PIT — PWT NIT TTS 
-03 THs DIPA PPR TWO eN 
Aas TPN) EIT AINA KIIVA N 

KT DiDa DT KAN 


G E M ARA Rav Hisda says that Mar Ukva says with 


regard to the various opinions in the 
mishna on the measure of hairs: The halakha is in accordance 
with the statements of all of them to be stringent." One should 
consider it hair only if all of the criteria are met, or consider it to 
be hair if any one condition is met, depending on which standard 
yields the more stringent result. 


With d h d 
MISHNA a Teg to a woman who sees a re 


stain" on her garment, that woman's reck- 
oning is distorted. Since she does not know when the blood that 
caused the stain appeared, she does not know when the seven 
days of menstrual flow end and when the eleven days of the flow 
of the zava begin. 


And therefore she must be concerned due to the possibility that 
it might have been caused by the flow of a zava. If she wore the 
same garment for three days on which she can assume the status 
of a zava, and subsequently discovered a stain with an area that is 
the size of at least three split beans, the concern is that on each of 
those three days a stain with the area of at least one split bean, the 
minimum area that transmits impurity, was formed. The result is 
that she is a greater zava and is required to count seven clean days 
before immersion. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the 
Rabbis say: No configuration of stains leads to concern due to 


the flow of a zava. 

G E M A The Gemara asks: Who are the Rabbis 
in this mishna? It is Rabbi Hanina ben 

Antigonus, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Hanina ben 

Antigonus says: Stains do not lead to concern due to the flow 

of a zava, but stains can sometimes lead to ziva. 


How so, i.e., how can stains lead to ziva according to Rabbi 
Hanina ben Antigonus? If a woman wore three different robes 
that had been examined by her for blood stains, and she then 
found a stain on each of them;" or ifshe saw blood flowing from 
her body on two consecutive days and on the third day she saw 
a stain on one of the robes" that she wore that day, those are the 
stains that lead to ziva. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the above statement: 
According to the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus, now 
that in a case where she sees stains on three robes we are con- 
cerned for ziva, despite the fact that she does not see the blood 
flowing from her body, is it necessary to state that we are con- 
cerned if she experiences bleeding from her body on two days 
and sees a stain on one of the robes? 


The Gemara answers: It is necessary to state that, lest you say that 
in any case like this, where she experiences bleeding from her 
body on two days and on the third day she sees a stain on one of 
the robes, she brings an offering and it is consumed, like one 
who is definitely a zava. Therefore, Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus 
teaches us that her status as a zava is uncertain, and consequently 
she brings a bird for a sin offering that is due to uncertainty, which 
is not eaten. 


Rava said: With this claim Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus bested 
the other Rabbis, who agree with the opinion of Rabbi Meir in 
the mishna: What is different about a stain that is less than three 
split beans in one place, that we are not concerned she might 
be a zava? The reason is that we say she saw blood on only two 
days. But in a case where she discovered a stain on her robe with 
the area of at least three split beans in one place, one can also 
say: The area of two and a half split beans should be attributed 
to blood seen from her body, but the other is the blood of 
a louse that was there due to the dirt associated with her 


bleeding. 


HALAKHA 


The halakha is in accordance with the statements 
of all of them to be stringent - th aD abn 
von: The two white or black hairs that are men- 
tioned with regard to disqualification of a red heifer; 
and the two white hairs mentioned with regard to 
leprosy, that if they grow within a white leprous mark, 
it is impure; and likewise the two hairs mentioned 
with regard to the signs of adulthood for a young boy 
or girl are all significant only if they are long enough 
to bend the top of the hairs to reach their roots, or 
to grasp them and cut them with a fingernail, or 
to be cut with scissors, whichever standard is the 
most stringent. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinions of Rabbi Yishmael, Rabbi Eliezer, and Rabbi 
Akiva, following the statement of Rav Hisda citing 
Mar Ukva, that the halakha is in accordance with 
all of them to be stringent (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:4 and Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 2:1, 
and Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:16; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 155:18). 


A woman who sees a red stain - ond ANIA: With 
regard to a woman who sees a red stain when it is 
not her fixed time of menstruation, her reckoning is 
distorted, as it might be menstrual blood. This ruling 
is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3). 


Wore three different robes that had been exam- 
ined by her and she found a stain on them — mwah 
ona om by axa ad nipan mip nwow: ‘Ifa 
woman wore three different robes that she had 
examined for blood stains after the seven days of 
menstrual flow ended, and she wore them for three 
days during the eleven days of ziva, and she then 
found a stain on each of them, even if she discov- 
ered three stains in the same location on the three 
robes, she is only a zava of uncertain status. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi 
Hanina ben Antigonus (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Issurei Bia 9:12). 


Saw blood flowing on two consecutive days and 
on the third saw a stain on one of the robes - 701 
y pom Dy» ‘9: If a woman sees blood flowing 
from her body on two consecutive days when it is 
not her fixed time of menstruation and on the third 
day she sees a stain, she is a zava of uncertain status. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, i.e. Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:14). 
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If the area is large enough to be divided into 
three split beans - ppu twhw pond tp ia wow: 
With regard to a woman who wears a robe for three 
or more days when it is not her fixed time of men- 
struation, and then discovers three stains on it, or 
one large stain the size of three stains, she is a zava 
of uncertain status. This is due to a concern that 
blood might have emerged from her each of the 
three days, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:12). 


NOTES 


She must be concerned — nwwin: This is due to 
the fact that seeing during twilight is considered 
like seeing twice, as part of it is considered as see- 
ing during the day while part of the sighting is 
considered to have occurred at night. 
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The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis respond to this claim? 
The Gemara answers: They maintain that since it is possible to 
divide the stain into at least one split bean for each of the three 
days, we do not attribute the stain to the blood of a louse. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the statement of Rava: 
And according to the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus, one 
can infer that it is specifically in the case of a stain with the area of 
at least three split beans in one place that we are not concerned 
she might be a zava. It can be inferred from here that if it is in three 
places, we are concerned. But didn’t you say that ifshe discovered 
stains in three robes, yes, we are concerned, which indicates that if 
it is in three places on a single robe we are not concerned. 


The Gemara answers that it was in accordance with the statement 
of the Rabbis that Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus stated his opinion 
to them, as follows: According to my opinion, if she discovered 
stains in three robes, yes we are concerned, whereas if it is in three 
places we are not concerned. But according to your opinion, at 
least concede to me that where she saw a stain on her robe with 
the area of at least three split beans in one place, that we say that 
the area of two and a half split beans can be attributed to blood seen 
from her body, and the other is the blood ofa louse that was there 
due to the dirt associated with her bleeding. 


The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis respond to this claim? 
The Gemara answers: They maintain that since it is possible to 
divide the stain into at least one split bean for each of the three 
days, we do not attribute the stain to the blood of a louse. 


§ With regard to a woman who finds a stain on her robe, the Sages 
taught in a baraita: In the case of a woman who sees a red stain on 
her garment that she wore for a number of days and she does not 
know when and where it is from, what is her status? If the area is 
large enough to be divided into three parts, where the total area is 
the size of three split beans," each of which is the minimum mea- 
sure to render her a zava, i.e., an area the size of at least a split bean, 
she must be concerned that she is a zava, as this stain might be the 
result of seeing a sufficient measure of blood on each of three occa- 
sions. But if the stain is not that size, she does not need to be 
concerned. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra says in the name of Rabbi Yosei: Both 
in this case, where she saw a stain large enough to be divided into 
three parts, where the total area is the size of three split beans, 
and that case, where the stain was not that large, she must be con- 
cerned" that she might be a zava. This is due to the fact that she 
possibly saw stains of sufficient size on only two occasions, but one 
was during twilight, which counts as two days, amounting to a total 
of three days. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Agra and the Rabbis should be decided as follows: The state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra, who maintains that there is a 
concern for the possibility that the woman might have seen blood 
at twilight, appears to be correct in a case where she did not exam- 
ine. And the statement of the Rabbis, who are not concerned 
about that possibility, appears to be correct in a case where she 
did examine. 
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The Gemara asks: What did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi mean by: 
Where she did examine, and what did he mean by: Where she did 
not examine? Rava says: I found the Sages in the study hall of 
Rav sitting and saying the following explanation of the baraita: 
Here we are dealing with a case where the woman examined 
herself but did not examine her robe. And even with regard to 
herself, she examined herself only during twilight [bein hashe- 
mashot]™! as defined by Rabbi Yehuda," i.e., the time it takes to 
walk a half mil before the emergence of the stars. But during twi- 
light as defined by Rabbi Yosei, i.e., the blink of an eye before the 
emergence of the stars, she did not examine herself. 


As the Rabbis hold that during the period of twilight as defined 
by Rabbi Yoseiit is already night, and therefore it does not matter 
that she did not examine herself then. And as she did examine 
herself during the period of twilight as defined by Rabbi Yehuda, 
and she found no blood, there is no concern that she saw during 
twilight, which would count as two sightings. And Rabbi Yosei 
conforms to his line of reasoning, as Rabbi Yosei, in whose name 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra said his ruling, stated that the time that he 
defines as twilight is considered uncertain, i.e. it is not definitely 
night or day, and therefore there is a concern that she might have 
seen blood at that time, which would count as seeing twice. 


Rava continues: And I said to those Sages: Had the woman’s 
hands been in her eyes, a euphemism for her private parts, for the 
entire twilight period, what you say would be fine. But now that 
this is not the case, perhaps when she removed her hands from 
examining herself she saw blood. And those Sages said to me: The 
case about which we said that opinion was where she placed her 
hands in her eyes for the entire twilight" period. 


The Gemara further clarifies the baraita. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: The statement of Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra in the name of 
Rabbi Yosei, who maintains that one needs to be concerned for the 
possibility that the woman saw blood at twilight, which would 
count as though she saw blood twice, appears to be correct in a 
case where she did not examine. The Gemara asks: What is meant 
by: Where she did not examine? 


If we say that she examined herself during the period that is 
defined by Rabbi Yehuda as twilight, but she did not examine 
herself during the time period that is defined by Rabbi Yosei as 
twilight, this is difficult: If Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi accepted the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra only in such a case, this indi- 
cates, by inference, that Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra himself, whose 
ruling is more strict than that of the Rabbis, holds that even 
though she examined herself during the twilight period as defined 
by both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, she must be concerned. 
This conclusion is untenable, as she examined herself throughout 
twilight and there was no blood. 


Twilight [bein hashemashot] - nivrwit pa: This term is used to 
describe the time of transition from day to night, which is con- 
sidered an uncertain period in terms of whether it is day or night. 
There are various suggestions with regard to the actual meaning 
of the term. One possibility is that it means between the days, as 


LANGUAGE 
days are referred to as shemesh, sun. If so, bein hashemashot means 
between the day that passed and the following day. Another pos- 
sible meaning is the period between the different stages of the 
gradual disappearance of the sun's light, i.e., between sunset and 
total darkness. 


Where she placed her hands in her eyes for the entire twilight - 
niwan pa da aya pp mamawa: With regard to a woman who 
discovered on her robe, on the third day of wearing that robe, a stain 
of an area less than the size of three split beans, after examining 
herself on the twilight of the first day and not finding blood but 
without examining the robe at that stage, she does not need to be 


HALAKHA 


concerned that she is a zava. In a case where she did not examine 
herself throughout the twilight period, as she did not examine the 
robe and she wore it for three days during the time that she could 
become a zava, she must be concerned that she is a zava, even if 
the area of the stain is not equivalent to the measure of three stains 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:13). 


NOTES 

Twilight — niwnw pa: Everyone accepts the basic 
definition of twilight as an uncertain period in 
terms of day and night. There are three possibilities 
with regard to the status of this period of time: The 
entire period of twilight is night, the entire period is 
day, or part of it is day and part of it is night. Every 
moment during this period is subject to these 
three possibilities (Rabbeinu Tam, cited in Tosafot 
on Shabbat 34b). 


Twilight as defined by Rabbi Yehuda - nivnws pa 
mm att: There are different explanations of Rabbi 
Yehuda’s opinion; see Shabbat 34b. According to 
Rabba, Rav Yehuda maintains that the period of twi- 
ight begins when the sun sets and continues for as 
ong as the eastern face of the sky is reddened. If the 
ower segment of the sky closest to the horizon has 
ost its color, and the upper segment has not yet lost 
its color, that is the twilight period. Rashi interprets 
his losing of color as darkening, while others claim 
hat it is whitening (Arukh). Some commentaries 
maintain that Rashi and the Arukh do not actually 
disagree, as they are both referring to the dimin- 
ishing of sunlight (Arukh HaShulhan). According to 
Rav Yosef, Rav Yehuda maintains that twilight starts 
a little later. This discussion is with regard to the 
opinion of Rav Yehuda. Rabbi Nehemya disagrees 
with Rav Yehuda and holds that the twilight period 
is equivalent to the time it takes for one to walk a 
half of a mil, starting from sunset. According to Rabbi 
Yosei, the duration of the twilight period is like the 
blink of an eye; night enters and day departs, and it is 
impossible to calculate the period due to its brevity. 
The Gemara on Shabbat 35a explains that the phrase: 
The eastern face of the sky is reddened, is referring 
to the face that reddens the east, i.e., when the sun 
sets, its rays redden the sky (Rashi). 
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Rather, it is obvious that when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi referred to a 
case where she did not examine herself, he meant that she examined 
herself neither during the period that Rabbi Yehuda defines as 
twilight, nor during the period that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight. 
But if she examined herself during the period that Rabbi Yehuda 
defines as twilight, but she did not examine herself during the 
period that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight, then she does not need 
to be concerned. 


Evidently, the time period that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight is 
considered nighttime according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. But if so, 
say the latter clause: And the statement of the Rabbis appears 
to be correct in a case where she did examine. What is meant by: 
Where she did examine? 


If we say that she examined herself during the period that is defined 
by Rabbi Yehuda as twilight, but she did not examine herself during 
the period that is defined by Rabbi Yosei as twilight, this is difficult: 
If Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi accepted the opinion of the Rabbis only in 
such a case, this indicates by inference that the Rabbis themselves 
hold that even though she did not examine herself during the twi- 
light period as defined by both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, nev- 
ertheless, we are not concerned. But in such a case, she did not 
examine herself at twilight at all. 


Rather, it is obvious that she examined herself both during the 
period that Rabbi Yehuda defines as twilight, and during the period 
that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight. But if she examined herself 
during the period that Rabbi Yehuda defines as twilight, and she 
did not examine herself during the period that Rabbi Yosei defines 
as twilight, then we are concerned. 


Evidently, the time period that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight is 
considered to be of uncertain status regarding whether it is day or 
night according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The Gemara asks: If so, 
one statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi poses a difficulty for another 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as the inferences from the two 
parts of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s observation contradict one another. 


The Gemara explains that this is what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is say- 
ing: The statement of Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra appears correct to 
the Rabbis in a case where she did not examine herself at all, nei- 
ther during the period that Rabbi Yehuda defines as twilight, nor 
during the period that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight. As, even the 
Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra only in a case where 
she examined herself during the period that Rabbi Yehuda defines 
as twilight but she did not examine herself during the time period 
that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight. But in a case where she did not 
examine herself at all, they concede to him that we are concerned 
that she might have emitted blood at twilight. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a baraita: In the case of 
a woman who sees a red stain, if she saw a large stain, covering an 
area the size of at least three split beans, she must be concerned that 
she might be a zava. But if she saw a small stain, covering an area of 
less than the size of three split beans, she does not need to be con- 
cerned that she is a zava. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Agra, who said it in the name of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: I heard from Rabbi Yosei that with 
regard to both this one and that one, i.e., whether it is a large or small 
stain, she must be concerned that she is a zava. And Rabbi Yosei said 
this halakha to me based on this reasoning: And what would be the 
case if a menstruating woman did not perform the examination 
marking the first step in her transition from ritual impurity to ritual 
purity on the seventh day from minha time onward? Would she not 
have a presumptive status of ritual impurity? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
added: And Rabbi Yosei’s statement appears to be correct with 
regard to the case where she examined. 
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Once again, the Gemara asks: What is meant by the term: Where 
she examined? If we say that she examined herself during the 
period that is defined by Rabbi Yehuda as twilight, but she did not 
examine herself during the period that is defined by Rabbi Yosei 
as twilight, this indicates by inference that Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra, 
who disagrees in the second baraita with this version of Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinion and rules more leniently, holds that even though she did 
not examine herself during the twilight period as defined by both 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, nevertheless, she does not need to 
be concerned that she is a zava. But this conclusion is untenable, as 
she did not examine herself at twilight at all. 


Rather, it is obvious that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is referring to a 
case where she examined herself both during the period that Rabbi 
Yehuda defines as twilight and during the period that Rabbi Yosei 
defines as twilight. This indicates, byinference, that Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Agra holds that if she examined herself during the period that 
Rabbi Yehuda defines as twilight, but she did not examine herself 
during the time period that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight, then 
she does not need to be concerned, as a sighting at that time would 
not count as two. 


Evidently, the period that Rabbi Yosei defines as twilight is con- 
sidered to be nighttime according to Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra. If so, 
one statement of Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra poses a difficulty with 
regard to another statement of Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra, as earlier 
it was stated that according to Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra twilight is not 
definitely night. 


Granted, without the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the 
apparent contradiction between these statements of Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Agra in the two baraitot is not difficult, as one could explain as 
follows: There, with regard to the first baraita, it is referring to a case 
where she examined herself during the period that is defined by 
Rabbi Yehuda as twilight, but she did not examine herself during 
the period that is defined by Rabbi Yosei as twilight. By contrast, 
here it is referring to a case where she examined herself both during 
the period that is defined by Rabbi Yehuda as twilight and during 
the period that is defined by Rabbi Yosei as twilight. But in light of 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, one cannot explain in this 
manner, and therefore the contradiction poses a difficulty. 


The Gemara answers: This is not a contradiction, as there are 
two tanna’im and they disagree with regard to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Agra. This tanna holds that Rabbi Yehuda’s 
twilight ends, 


and only thereafter the twilight of Rabbi Yosei begins, when there 

is uncertainty, and there is a concern that perhaps she saw blood at 

that time. And that tanna of the second baraita holds that the twi- 
light of Rabbi Yosei is subsumed within and occurs at the end of 
the twilight of Rabbi Yehuda. According to the opinion of this tanna, 
since she examined herself throughout the twilight of Rabbi Yehuda, 
she also necessarily examined herself throughout the twilight of 
Rabbi Yosei and therefore there is no need to be concerned about 

her status. 
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NOTES 

The statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar appears more 
correct than mine — 13773 ¥1371 px: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
is saying that he thinks Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar’s opinion 
is the more reasonable. Based purely on logical reasoning, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would have reached the same conclu- 
sion as did Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. But he did not adopt 
that opinion because he had a tradition to the contrary 
(Ritva). 
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§ On the topic of a woman seeing a stain, the Sages taught in a 
baraita: A woman who sees a red stain on her garment renders 
herself and consecrated items that she touched impure 
retroactively," from the time when that garment was last 
laundered. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: She does render consecrated 
items that she touched impure retroactively, but she does not 
render herself impure with regard to rendering impure objects 
that she touched since the time the garment was last laundered. 
The reason is that her stain should not be more stringent than 
her actual seeing of blood. If she experiences bleeding, she ren- 
ders impure only objects that she touched during the previous 
twenty-four-hour period. 


The Gemara asks: But don’t we find that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar himself holds that her stain is more stringent than her 
actual seeing of blood with regard to consecrated items? Her 
stain renders such items impure retroactively from the time that 
the garment was laundered, whereas her actually seeing blood 
renders impure only those items that she touched during the past 
twenty-four-hour period. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, teach the baraita like this: Rabbi 

Shimon ben Elazar says that she does not even render conse- 
crated items that she touched impure retroactively from the time 

that the garment was laundered, but only those items that she 

touched during the past twenty-four-hour period. The reason is 

that her stain should not be more stringent than her actual 

seeing of blood with regard to any matter. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case ofa woman who saw 
a red stain on her garment, and afterward saw blood," what is 
the halakha? She attributes her stain to her seeing blood, i.e., 
the stain is treated as part of the seeing of blood, which means 
that she is impure only from when she found the stain, as it 
assumed that it appeared no earlier. This is the halakha provided 
that she saw the blood within a twenty-four-hour period of 
her discovery of the stain. But if more than twenty-four hours 
passed, she cannot attribute the stain to her sighting. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: She may attribute the stain to 
the sighting only if she experienced bleeding on the day of dis- 
covering the stain. If she experienced bleeding after that day, even 
if it was within twenty-four hours, she may not attribute the stain 
to the sighting, which means that she is impure retroactively 
from when she found the stain, in case it appeared earlier. Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi said: The statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
appears to be more correct than mine," as he fixes her situation, 
i.e, he is lenient, and I ruin her situation, as my ruling is strin- 
gent. Since the impurity of a stain applies by rabbinic law, one 
should follow the more lenient opinion. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who sees a red stain on her garment renders 

herself and consecrated items she touched impure retroac- 
tively - v92) vw p May ngapa OND Tygi: A woman who 

sees a red stain when it is not her fixed time of menstruation is 

considered impure retroactively for the past twenty-four-hour 
period, by rabbinic law. This halakha is in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:3). 


A woman who saw a red stain on her garment and afterward 
saw blood — 07 7987172 0X1 073 ANN: A woman who saw 
a red stain and then experiences bleeding may attribute her 


stain to the blood, provided that she experienced the bleeding 
within a twenty-four-hour period of discovering the stain. This 
is the halakha whether or not she examined herself at the time 
she discovered the stain and determined that she was ritually 
pure. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, whose opinion is accepted as halakha when he 
and a single colleague disagree, and with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, whose opinion is likewise accepted against that of 
one colleague. This follows the Rambam’s interpretation of the 
Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:15, and see 
Maggid Mishne there). 
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The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar actually fix 
her situation? Does he not ruin her situation? If she experiences 
bleeding the day after she found the stain, but within twenty-four 
hours of finding the stain, according to Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
she renders items impure retroactively. By contrast, according to 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi she renders objects impure only from when 
she discovered the stain. Ravina says: Reverse’ Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s statement, so that it states: My statement appears to be 
more correct than that of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, as I fix her 
situation and he ruins her situation. 


Rav Nahman says: Actually, do not reverse Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
statement, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi meant the following: Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar’s opinion appears to be more correct, as he 
fixes her halakhot with regard to ziva. If she experiences bleeding 
on the day after discovering the stain, the count of her seven days 
of menstrual flow begins on that day of her actual sighting, not 
from when she saw the stain. This is due to the fact that the stain is 
not attributable to the seeing of the blood. Therefore, if she experi- 
ences bleeding on the seventh day after first experiencing bleeding, 
which is the eighth day after discovering the stain, she is not consid- 
ered a lesser zava, and she can be purified from her status as a 
menstruating woman. 


But I, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, ruin her halakhot with regard to ziva. 
Since the stain is attributable to the seeing of the blood within 
twenty-four hours, her counting starts from when she found the 
stain, and therefore the blood that she sees on the eighth day after 
discovering the stain is considered ziva. Consequently, she is con- 
sidered a lesser zava and must observe a clean day for each day she 
experiences a discharge. 


§ Rabbi Zeira asked Rabbi Asi: Are stains like the actual sight of 
blood, in that they require an examination in which she is clean of 
blood, marking the first step in her transition from impurity to 
purity before immersion on the night following the seventh day, or 
not? Rabbi Asi was silent and said nothing to Rabbi Zeira. 


The Gemara relates that on another occasion Rabbi Zeira found 
Rabbi Asi sitting and saying that a woman who sees a stain and 
afterward experiences bleeding attributes her stain to her seeing 
blood, if she saw the blood within a twenty-four-hour period of 
when she discovered the stain. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Asi added that there is a dispute with regard to the details of 
this halakha. Reish Lakish says: This applies only in a case where 
she examined herself at the end of the seventh day from the discov- 
ery of the stain. This examination indicates that the stain is related 
to her experiencing bleeding, and therefore the standard halakha of 
a woman who becomes pure at the end ofher seven menstrual days 
applies to her. By contrast, if she examined herself only at the end 
of the eighth day, the stain is not attributable to her bleeding. And 
Rabbi Yohanan says: The stain is attributable to her bleeding under 
all circumstances, even if she did not examine herself until the 
eighth day. 


NOTES 


Ravina says: Reverse — PSR KVITA: It is unclear exactly what appears to be more correct than his, i.e., that of Rabbi Shimon 
Ravina and Rav Nahman are referring to in their dispute about ben Elazar (Rashi). Others explain that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
reversing the statement. The early commentaries disagree about statement should be revised to state: Because | fix her situation, 
this matter. Some understand it to mean that Rabbi Yehuda and he ruins her situation (Josafot). 

HaNasi’s statement should be revised to state: My statement 
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Upon hearing this, Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Asi: Does that mean, 
by inference, that stains require an examination marking the first 
step in her transition from impurity to purity?" Rabbi Asi said to 
Rabbi Zeira: Yes, that is the halakha. Rabbi Zeira further said to Rabbi 
Asi: But on many occasions I asked you about this matter and you 
did not say anything to me. Perhaps in the course of your studies 
this halakha came back to you? Rabbi Asi said to him: Yes, in the 
course of my studies this halakha came back to me. 

In the case of a woman who sees an emission 


MI S H N of blood during twilight on the eleventh day 


of the days in which she can assume the status of a zava, as there is 
uncertainty whether the emission was during the day and it is the flow 
of a zava or whether it was at night and it is menstrual flow, she 
observes seven days of impurity like the beginning of the seven days 
of menstruation and the end of menstruation. If she experienced 
an emission on the two previous days as well, she observes seven clean 
days before immersion like the beginning of the flow of ziva and the 
end of the flow of ziva. 


Similarly, in the case of a woman who experiences an emission of 
blood during twilight on the fortieth day after the birth ofa male or 
the eightieth day after the birth of a female, there is uncertainty 
whether it is considered daytime and therefore part of the final day 
of the blood of purity, or night that is part of the following day when 
the blood is impure. With regard to experiencing bleeding during 
twilight in all those cases, these women are mistaken in their calcula- 
tion of the days of menstrual flow and the flow of a zava. Conse- 
quently, if they experience bleeding for three consecutive days at the 
beginning or at the end of the eleven days of ziva, they bring the 
offering of a zava but it is not eaten, as it was brought based on 
uncertainty. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: Instead of making provisions to remedy the 
uncertainties of the misguided, come and remedy the uncertainties 
of the competent women who know what day they saw the blood 
but require guidance, due to the multitude of emissions that they 
experienced. 


GEMARA™ mishna teaches that if a woman experi- 


ences bleeding during twilight on the elev- 
enth day of the days on which she can assume the status of a zava, the 
flow is considered to be the beginning of the seven days of menstrua- 
tion and the end of menstruation. The Gemara raises a difficulty: 
But the concern is only that this flow might be either the beginning 
of the seven days of menstruation, if twilight is treated as night, or 
the end of ziva, if twilight is treated as day. 


Rav Hisda says that this is what the mishna is saying: A woman who 
sees an emission of blood during twilight on the eleventh day" of 
the days on which she can assume the status of a zava must be con- 
cerned both for the possibility that it is the beginning of the seven 
days of menstruation and for the possibility that it is the end of the 
flow of ziva. Ifshe had also seen an emission on the two previous days, 
she observes seven clean days before immersion, due to uncertainty. 


HALAKHA 


Stains require an examination in her transition from impurity 
to purity - my npo poy ovans: By Torah law, a woman is 
ritually impure and prohibited to her husband only if she experi- 
ences a sensation of flow of blood. But the Sages decreed that even 
if she did not have a sensation, and even if she examined herself and 
found no blood, she is impure and prohibited to her husband if she 
discovered a stain on herself or on her garment. She then requires an 
examination to determine that she is no longer bleeding, marking 
the first step in her transition from impurity to purity, before she can 
begin counting seven clean days, just as she would if she has actually 
experienced bleeding. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, whose opinion is accepted when he and a single 
colleague disagree (see Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
9:17-18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:1). 


Who sees an emission of blood during twilight on the eleventh 
day — Miwaws pa Wy INK Di? AXA: Ifa woman experiences bleed- 
ing on the ninth and tenth days of the days on which she can assume 
the status of a zava and during twilight at the end of the eleventh 
day, she is a zava of uncertain status. This is based on the possibility 
that the last occurrence was in the daytime of the eleventh day. That 
would mean that she has experienced bleeding three days in a row 
during the days on which she can assume the status of a zava. This 
ruling is in accordance with the interpretation of Rav Hisda (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:19). 
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With regard to the continuation of the mishna, which states: The 
beginning of the flow of ziva and the end of the flow of ziva, this 
should be understood as follows: And in the case of a woman who 
experiences an emission of blood during twilight on the seventh 
day of the seven days of the flow of her menstruation, she must be 
concerned both for the possibility that it is the end of the seven days 
of menstruation and for the possibility that it is the beginning of 
the flow of ziva.” 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehoshua said to the Rabbis: 
Instead of making provisions to remedy the uncertainties of the 
misguided, come and remedy the uncertainties of the competent 
women. The Gemara asks: Are these women who experience 


bleeding during twilight 


actually misguided? Since they are in doubt as to their status, would 
it not be more accurate to say that they are mistaken? The Gemara 
answers: Rather, this is how one should teach the statement of 
Rabbi Yehoshua in the mishna: Instead of making provisions to 
remedy the uncertainties of the mistaken, come and remedy the 
uncertainties of the competent women. 


As it is taught in a baraita with regard to these competent women: 
What is the halakha in the case of a woman who consistently has 
the following pattern for each pair of days: One day she is impure, 
i.e., she experiences bleeding, and one day she is pure," she does 
not experience bleeding? In what manner is it permitted for her to 
engage in intercourse with her husband? She may engage in inter- 
course with her husband on the eighth day from the first time that 
she experienced bleeding and its accompanying night." At that 
time she is pure from her menstruation, as she immersed and puri- 
fied herself on the night of the seventh day. It is permitted for her to 
engage in intercourse during the eighth day and the following night, 
as she will not experience bleeding until the ninth day. 


In addition, she may engage in intercourse four nights out of the 
cycle of eighteen days, which consist of the seven menstrual days 
and the eleven days of the flow of the zava. This woman will never 
become a greater zava, as she does not emit blood on consecutive 
days. Since she must observe a day of purity during the eleven days 
of ziva each time she experiences bleeding, she may engage in inter- 
course with her husband on the night following the tenth, twelfth, 
fourteen, and sixteenth days. The night after the eighteenth day is 
considered part of the next cycle of menstruation and ziva. But if 
she sees blood in the evening, she may engage in intercourse with 
her husband only on the eighth night and its day. During the eleven 
days of ziva she either experiences bleeding at night or is observing 
a day of purity for the blood she had emitted earlier. 


If in every set of four days, two days she is impure, i.e., experiences 
bleeding, and two days she is pure," she may engage in intercourse 
with her husband on the eighth day, in the day or at night, and also 
on the twelfth day, after observing the eleventh as a day of purity 
for the sightings of the ninth and tenth days, and by a similar calcula- 
tion on the sixteenth day and on the twentieth day, as she has not 
yet seen the blood of menstruation in this new cycle. 


HALAKHA 


The beginning of the flow of ziva — na» nonin: Ifa woman 
experienced bleeding on the twilight of the end of the 
seventh day of the seven days of the flow of menstruation 
and then again on the ninth and tenth days, she is a zava of 
uncertain status. This ruling is based on the possibility that 
the first time was in the nighttime of the eighth day, which 
would mean that she has seen three days in a row dur- 
ing the days on which she can assume the status of a zava. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:19). 


HALAKHA 


One day she is impure and one day she is pure - my OP 
Tid IN Bi" Kav: A woman whose established pattern 
is that she experiences bleeding one day and does not on 
the next day may initially engage in intercourse with her 
husband on the entire eighth day, which consists of the 
night and the following day, which is the day after her men- 
strual days. In addition, she may engage in intercourse with 
him on four more nights out of each set of eighteen days. 
This halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:14). 


Two days she is impure and two days she is pure — 
pino oy? 0) prio o’ n: With regard to a woman 
whose established pattern is that she experiences bleeding 
for two days and does not on the next two days, she may 
engage in intercourse with her husband on the eighth day, 
the twelfth day, the sixteenth day, and the twentieth day, in 
accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:15). 


NOTES 


She may engage in intercourse on the eighth day and its 
accompanying night - vay tory saw MOWI: Some com- 
mentaries explain that the term: On the eighth day, includes 
the full twenty-four hours, while the term: Its accompanying 
night, refers to the following night, which is the beginning of 
the ninth day (Rashi; Rabbi Betzalel Ronsburg). Others main- 
tain that it refers to the night of the eighth day (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:14). The Rambam does not 
mention the night of the ninth at all. The later commentar- 
ies note that the difference between the opinions is due to 
variant texts of the Gemara used by those early commentar- 
ies. Contrary to the standard text of his commentary, Rashi 
probably had the version: And a night with it. By contrast, 
the Rambam had the version: And its accompanying night, 
as in the standard text of the Gemara. The translation and 
commentary here follow the interpretation of Rashi. 
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The Gemara objects: And let her also engage in intercourse with 
her husband on the nineteenth day, as the eleven days of the flow 
of the zava have already passed at the end of the eighteenth day, and 
she is no longer required to observe a clean day for each day she 
experiences a discharge. Rav Sheshet says: That is to say that when 
we learned in a mishna (72a) that a husband who could not wait for 
the conclusion of the day after the last day of ziva before engaging 
in intercourse is a glutton, it means that it is actually prohibited" 
for them to engage in intercourse. 


Rav Ashi says: In fact, it is not prohibited for a woman to engage in 
intercourse with her husband on the day after the end of the days 
of the flow of the zava even by rabbinic decree, as it is already the 
beginning of her menstrual days, and she is no longer required to 
observe a clean day for each day she experiences a discharge. But 
although there is no requirement to observe a clean day for the 
eleventh day of ziva, which is the eighteenth day of the full cycle, in 
any event there is a requirement to observe a clean day for the 
tenth day, i.e., the seventeenth of the entire cycle. Since she did not 
observe a clean day on the eighteenth day, as she saw blood on that 
day as well, she must observe the nineteenth day in purity. 


If out of every set of six days, three days she is impure, and three 
days she is pure," she may engage in intercourse with her husband 
during two of the days, and thereafter she may never again engage 
in intercourse with him. The eighth and ninth days, which are 
the first days of the flow of ziva, are the second and third of the 
three days on which she experiences bleeding. Therefore, she can 
immerse and purify herself on the night of the eleventh, and engage 
in intercourse with her husband on the eleventh and twelfth days. 
These are the only two days on which she is permitted to engage 
in intercourse with her husband, as afterward she will experience 
bleeding for three days during the days of the flow of the zava, and 
is thereby rendered a greater zava. Accordingly, she requires seven 
clean days to become pure again, which she will never attain, as she 
never has more than three clean days. 


If out of every set of eight days, four days she is impure, and four 
days she is pure," she may engage in intercourse with her husband 
during one of the days, the eighth, after her purification for men- 
struation, as it is the last of her first set of four days without blood, 
and thereafter she may never again engage in intercourse with 
him, as she will be rendered a greater zava by experiencing bleeding 
on the next three days. 


When we learned that a husband is a glutton it means that it 


HALAKHA 
in intercourse with her husband on the first of these days, as 


is prohibited — VON jam pws: If a woman experienced bleed- she must observe a clean day for each day she experiences a 


ing on the eleventh day of the days on which she can assume 


discharge. After those two days, it is never again permitted for 


the status of a zava and then immersed herself on the following 
night, i.e., the twelfth, and subsequently engaged in intercourse 
with her husband, they are impure and impart ritual impurity to 
that upon which they lie or sit. Nevertheless, they are not liable 
to receive karet, because the twelfth day does not combine with 
the eleventh to render her a zava, and her immersion exempts 
her from the obligation to bring an offering. Some commentar- 
ies maintain that the husband is labeled a glutton (see Ra’avad 
and Maggid Mishne). This halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Sheshet (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Issurei Bia 6:17). 


Three days she is impure and three days she is pure - mw 
pino on nyy pap orn: With regard to a woman whose 
established pattern is that she experiences bleeding for three 
days and does not on the next three days, she may engage in 
intercourse with her husband on two of her three clean days 
that follow her menstrual days. It is prohibited for her to engage 


her to engage in intercourse with her husband. This is due to the 
fact that when she experiences bleeding for three days during 
the days of the flow of a zava, she is rendered a greater zava. She 
subsequently requires seven clean days to become pure again, 
which she will never attain, as she never has more than three 
clean days. This halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Issurei Bia 7:16). 


Four days she is impure and four days she is pure - mya% 
Py ov TYIN) DRAY DN»: If a woman experiences bleed- 
ing for four days and four days she is pure, she may engage in 
intercourse with her husband on the one day after her menstrual 
days are completed, and thereafter she may never again engage 
in intercourse with him. This ruling is in accordance with the 
ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 7:17). 
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If out of every set of ten days, five days she is impure, and five days 
she is pure," she may engage in intercourse with her husband dur- 
ing three of the days, i.e., the eighth, ninth, and tenth, as she has 
completed her menstruation period and has not yet emitted the 
blood of ziva, and thereafter she may never again engage in 
intercourse with him. Similarly, if out of every set of twelve days, 
six days she is impure, and six days she is pure," she may engage 
in intercourse with her husband during five of the days, i.e., the 
eighth to the twelfth, and thereafter she may never again engage 
in intercourse with him. 


If out of every set of fourteen days, seven days she is impure, and 
seven days she is pure," she may engage in intercourse with her 
husband during a quarter of the days of her life, i.e., seven out of 
every twenty-eight days. In the first seven days she is a menstruat- 
ing woman, but during the next seven days she is pure. In the third 
set of seven days, when she again experiences bleeding, she becomes 
a zava, which means that in her last seven days, which are without 
blood, she counts the clean days for her ziva, after which this cycle 
of twenty-eight days begins afresh. 


If out of every set of sixteen days, eight days she is impure, and 
eight days she is pure," she may engage in intercourse with her 
husband fifteen days out of every forty-eight days. The first eight 
days during which she experiences bleeding are the seven days of 
menstruation and one day of ziva, which renders her a lesser zava. 
Therefore, she must observe one clean day, after which she is pure 
for seven days. The first two days of the third set of eight are her last 
days of ziva, and the bleeding she experiences renders her again a 
lesser zava, while the next six are during her days of menstruation. 
Then she starts her fourth set of eight days, which are without blood. 
The first of these completes her days of menstruation, after which 
she may engage in intercourse for the subsequent seven days. Dur- 
ing the fifth set of eight days she experiences bleeding, rendering 
her a greater zava. She counts her clean days in the sixth set, leaving 
her one day of purity, after which the cycle of forty-eight days 
starts again. 


HALAKHA 


Five days she is impure and five days she is pure — Da? mwan 
piny ov Awami Dga: If a woman experiences bleeding 
for five days, and for five days she is pure, she may engage in 
intercourse with her husband during the three days following 
her menstrual days, and thereafter she may never again engage 
in intercourse with him, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:18). 


Six days she is impure and six days she is pure — or Tw 
PIA oy Aw prev: Ifa woman experiences bleeding for six 
days, and for six days she is pure, she may engage in intercourse 
with her husband during the five days following her menstrual 
days, and she may never again engage in intercourse with him. 
This halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 7:19). 


Seven days she is impure and seven days she is pure - 7yaw 
PUA Ov yaw pay ON»: Ifa woman experiences bleeding 
for seven days, and seven days she is pure, she may engage 
in intercourse with her husband during the week after her 
menstrual days are completed. When she experiences bleed- 
ing the following week she becomes a greater zava. She then 
requires seven clean days to become pure again, and therefore 
it is prohibited for her to engage in intercourse with her hus- 
band during that week. Consequently, it is permitted for her to 
engage in intercourse with her husband only during one week 
out of every four weeks. 

Throughout her lifetime, she may engage in intercourse 
with her husband eighteen days out of every eighteen weeks. 
How so? During the fifth week, she is a zava. In the sixth week, 


during which she does not experience bleeding, she counts 
seven clean days. In the seventh week, she is again a zava. The 
eighth week, during which she does not experience bleed- 
ing, she counts seven clean days. During the ninth week she 
experiences bleeding. The first five days are menstrual days, 
and the last two are the first two days of the flow of a zava. 
During the tenth week, she observes one clean day on the 
first day of that week, and on the other six days it is permitted 
or her to engage in intercourse with her husband. During the 
eleventh week she experiences bleeding. The first two days of 
he week are the final days on which she can assume the status 
of a zava, while the remaining five days are the beginning of 
her menstrual days. She may engage in intercourse with her 
husband for five of the days of the twelfth week, during which 
she does not experience bleeding. During the thirteenth week, 
she is a zava. In the fourteenth week, during which she does 
not experience bleeding, she counts seven clean days. During 
the fifteenth week, once again she is a zava. The sixteenth 
week, in which she does not experience bleeding, she counts 
seven clean days. In the seventeenth week she is a zava. In the 
eighteenth week, in which she does not experience bleeding, 
she counts seven clean days. 

This pattern is repeated for the rest of her life. Consequently, 
throughout her lifetime she may engage in intercourse with 
her husband eighteen days out of every eighteen weeks. Were 
she not afflicted in this manner but experienced bleeding for 
the seven menstrual days and was then clean for the following 
eleven days, it would be permitted for her to engage in inter- 
course with her husband for eleven weeks, i.e., seventy-seven 
days, out of the eighteen weeks. This halakha is in accordance 


with the baraita, as understood by the Rambam (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Issurei Bia 7:20 and Maggid Mishne there). 


Eight days she is impure and eight days she is pure - minw 
PA oD minw pray On»: Ifa woman experiences bleeding 
for eight days, and for eight days she is pure, she may engage in 
intercourse with her husband during fifteen out of forty-eight 
days. How so? The first seven days of the first set of eight impure 
days are menstrual days, while the eighth is the flow of a zava. 
On the first of the eight pure days she observes the first of the 
eight pure days as a clean day. It is then permitted for her to 
engage in intercourse with her husband during the remaining 
seven days. Next she experiences bleeding for eight days. The 
first two days are the final days on which she can assume the 
status of a zava, while the remaining six are the beginning of 
her menstrual days. She subsequently has eight clean days, 
the first of which is the final day of her menstrual days. During 
the other seven it is once again permitted for her to engage in 
intercourse with her husband. These days are followed by eight 
impure days. Of these, the first four are the final days on which 
she can assume the status of a zava, and the remaining four are 
the start of her menstrual days. But as she was already rendered 
a greater zava, she is required to count seven clean days in 
order to become pure again. Consequently, during the next 
set of eight clean days she counts seven clean days and then 
may engage in intercourse with her husband on the final day. 
In this manner, it is permitted for her to engage in intercourse 
with her husband fifteen days out of every forty-eight days. 
This ruling is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Issurei Bia 7:22). 
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The Gemara objects: But the days during which she is permitted are 
actually only fourteen, not fifteen. This objection is based on the 
assumption that a woman cannot count her clean days for ziva dur- 
ing days that are fit for menstruation. Consequently, the last four 
days of the fifth cycle are actually part of her days of menstruation, 
as her eleven days of ziva ended after the fourth day of that cycle. 
If so, the sixth set of eight days consists of three menstrual days 
followed by five days of ziva. Although she is not a menstruating 
woman in those three days, as she did not previously count seven 
clean days, they still do not count for her seven clean days of ziva, 
since they are fit to be menstrual days. She can start counting her 
seven clean days only on day forty-four, but on day forty-nine, 
before the seven clean days are finished, she will again experience 
bleeding. Therefore, it should not be permitted for her to engage in 
intercourse with her husband on the forty-eighth night. 


Rav Adda bar Yitzhak says that this premise should be rejected: 
That is to say that her menstrual days on which she does not actu- 
ally see blood do count toward her counting of her seven clean 
days of ziva. In other words, she begins counting the seven clean 
days during these menstrual days. As a dilemma was raised before 
the Sages with regard to this issue: 


What is the halakha in the case of a woman who gave birth when 
she was a zava? There are seven days of impurity following the birth 
of a son and fourteen days of impurity following the birth of a 
daughter, during which the mother is impure even if she did not 
experience bleeding. With regard to those days during this period 
on which she does not see blood, are they reckoned in the count- 
ing of her seven clean days required to become purified from the 
status of ziva? 


Rav Kahana says: Come and hear a baraita: A woman saw blood 
on two consecutive days during the period of ziva, and on the third 
day she miscarried, but she does not know what she miscarried, 
i.e., whether it was a stillborn human fetus for which a woman 
contracts the impurity of childbirth, or whether she discharged an 
amorphous piece of tissue. In addition, she does not know whether 
she emitted blood during the miscarriage. 


In such a case, it is uncertain whether she has the status of one who 
experienced ziva or whether she has the status of a woman who gave 
birth. If she gave birth to a fetus and did not emit blood, she is a 
woman after childbirth but not a zava. Ifthe discharge was an amor- 
phous piece of tissue and she saw blood, she is a zava. If it was a 
human fetus and she saw blood, she is one who gives birth as a zava. 
Finally, if she did not emit blood and it was a discharge of an amor- 
phous piece of tissue, she is not obligated to bring an offering at all. 


Consequently, she brings an offering but it is not eaten by the 
priests, as it is uncertain whether it is an offering of ziva or an offer- 
ing for her childbirth, or whether it is non-sacred. And the days of 
impurity following this uncertain birth, on which she does not 
see blood, are reckoned in the counting of her seven clean days 
required to become purified from the status of ziva. This resolves 
the dilemma raised by the Sages. 
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Rav Pappa says that this does not resolve the dilemma, as it is dif- 
ferent there, since it can be said that she is a woman who gave 
birth to a male, and it is only for that reason that all of these addi- 
tional seven days that we give her due to the concern that she might 
have given birth to a female, which would render her impure for 
fourteen days, are reckoned in the counting of her seven clean days 
of ziva. But if it was certain that she gave birth to a female, those 
days after the birth would not count toward her period of ziva. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rav Pappa: Is there 
uncertainty that perhaps she is awoman who gave birth to a male, 
but there is no uncertainty that she might be a woman who gave 
birth to a female? In fact, both possibilities must be taken into 
account. And yet, despite the fact that she might have given birth to 
a female, these seven days are included in the counting of her seven 
clean days. Rather, isn’t it correct to conclude from it that such 
days are reckoned in the counting? The Gemara comments: Indeed, 
conclude from the baraita that these days do count. 


The Gemara concludes its citation of the baraita: In the case of a 
woman whose set pattern is that nine days she is impure, i.e., experi- 
ences bleeding, and nine days she is pure, she may engage in inter- 
course with her husband during eight days out of eighteen. The 
last two days of the nine with blood are part of her ziva period, after 
which she must observe one clean day, leaving her with eight days 
when she may engage in intercourse before the cycle begins again. 


In the case of a woman whose set pattern is that ten days she is 
impure and ten days she is pure, the number of days of her being 
permitted to engage in intercourse with her husband is equivalent 
to the number of days of her experiencing the flow of ziva. In the 
first seven days she is a menstruating woman, followed by three 
days of blood that render her a zava. She must count seven of the 
ten days without blood to be purified from her ziva, which leaves 
her three days in which she may engage in intercourse, exactly the 
same as the three days of ziva on which she saw blood. And so too, 
the same applies in the case of one hundred days, as she experiences 
bleeding of ziva for ninety-three days, and is subsequently permitted 
to her husband for ninety-three days, and so too in the case of one 
thousand days. 
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A woman is not rendered impure as a menstruating woman by Torah law when she 
discovers blood on her body or a stain on her garment. This is derived from the verse: 
“And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood” (Leviticus 15:19). 
Two important halakhot are derived from the verse with regard to this matter. First, 
she becomes impure when she sees an actual discharge of blood, not merely blood 
on her body or a stain on her garment. Second, she becomes impure only when she 
has an accompanying physical sensation that she emitted blood from her uterus. 


This is the halakha only by Torah law, as the Sages decreed impurity on awoman who 
discovers a stain on her body or on her garment. They instituted that stains render her 
impure so that people would not treat the impurity of her blood lightly. This is related 
to the fact that there are two basic ramifications to an emission of blood from the 
uterus. First, it renders her impure as a menstruating woman. Second, the blood itself 
is ritually impure and renders one who touches it impure until the evening. Although 
by discovering a stain a woman is not rendered impure as a menstruating woman by 
Torah law, nevertheless, the Sages decreed that she is impure so that people would 
not be lenient with regard to the impurity of the blood itself. 


In addition, the Sages were concerned about the possibility that a woman might have 
actually sensed the emission of the blood that produced this stain, but didn’t realize 
it, which would mean that she is in fact impure by Torah law. 


The Sages disagreed with regard to the case of a woman who discovered a stain the 
size of at least three split beans on a garment that she wore for three days during the 
period on which she can assume the status of a zava. Some rule that she is consid- 
ered a zava in all respects, due to the concern that this stain might consist of three 
stains from three days, each of which is the requisite measure of at least one split 
bean. Others maintain that there is no concern about this possibility. All agree that 
a woman who discovered on three different garments three different stains, each the 
requisite size of at least one split bean, on three different days of the days of ziva, is 
rendered a greater zava. 


The chapter first continued the previous chapter’s recounting of the stages in the 
maturation of a young woman. This consists of an analysis of the appearance of the 
lower sign, two pubic hairs, as well as the upper sign, the development of the breasts. 
The assumption according to one opinion among the tanna’im is that the lower sign 
invariably appears first. The status of a young woman whose upper sign appeared 
but did not yet develop the lower sign is the subject of a dispute among the tanna’im. 


Much of the rest of the chapter does not deal with the halakhot of a menstruating 
woman at all, but with tangential issues. Those matters are cited here due to the 
structural similarity between their formulation and a ruling stated with regard to the 
upper and lower signs, where there are two asymmetrical halakhot. 
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And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood, 
she shall be in her menstruation seven days, and whoever 
touches her shall be impure until the evening. 


(Leviticus 15:19) 
This is the law of him that has an issue, and of him from whom 
the semen is emitted, so that he is impure thereby. And of her 
who experiences the flow of her menstrual impurity, and of one 
who emits his issue, in the case of a male or a female, and of him 


who lies with her who is impure. 
(Leviticus 15:32-33) 


The verse “And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood” deals 
with the impurity of menstruation. It teaches that a woman is rendered impure by a 
discharge of blood from the uterus. From that point onward she has the status of a 
primary source of ritual impurity; she renders vessels impure by contact with them, 
and renders people impure if they come into contact with her or carry her. In addi- 
tion to the woman herself, her blood transmits impurity to anyone who touches or 
carries it. This is derived from the phrase “and of her who experiences the flow of her 
menstrual impurity,’ which compares the status of the menstrual flow to the status 
of the menstruating woman. 


Exactly how menstrual blood transmits impurity requires clarification. Is it a source 
of impurity only when it is in a liquid state, similar to substances emitted by a zav, 
such as his saliva and semen, which transmit impurity only when moist? Or does dry 
menstrual blood also transmit impurity? Ifit is established that dry menstrual blood 
also transmits impurity, it is necessary to clarify whether this applies only to blood 
that was initially moist or even to a menstrual discharge that was dry from the outset. 


Similar to the dry blood of a menstruating woman, the dried-out flesh of a corpse 
also imparts ritual impurity. It is necessary to define what constitutes dried-out flesh, 
as at some point it is no longer called by this name and ceases to transmit impurity. 
Apropos the discussion with regard to the blood of a menstruating woman and the 
flesh of a corpse, the chapter discusses whether other sources of impurity transmit 
impurity even when they are dry, e.g., the various impure emissions of a zav, an 
animal carcass, and semen. 


The previous and following chapters discuss the halakhot of blood stains found on 
a woman's garments. These stains do not render her impure by Torah law, but they 
render her impure by rabbinic law. A woman who finds a blood stain on her garments 
is rendered impure just as in the case of a woman who experienced a discharge of 
uterine blood. Since the blood stain might have been caused some time ago the 
woman is rendered impure retroactively, and any pure items she touched previously 
are rendered impure. This leads to the question of how far back in time the woman 
is rendered impure retroactively. 


This decree of the Sages with regard to blood stains applies only to stains of Jew- 
ish women. Although the Sages decreed that gentiles have the status of zavim in 
all regards, they did not apply the status of impurity to the blood stains of gentile 
women. Consequently, concerning the status of blood stains that come from places 
inhabited by both Jews and gentiles, it is necessary to establish whether these stains 
are ritually pure or impure. 
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MI S HN A The blood of a menstruating woman" and 


the flesh of a corpse! transmit impurity by 
contact and by carrying when they are moist, and likewise transmit 
impurity when they are dry. But with regard to the gonorrhea-like 
discharge of a zav [ziva], and the mucus and the saliva of a zav," 
and the carcass of a creeping animal," and an animal carcass," and 
semen," all transmit impurity when they are moist but do not 
transmit impurity when they are dry. And if one could soak those 
dry substances in water and thereby restore them to their previous 
state, they transmit impurity when moist and transmit impurity 
when dry. 


The mishna asks: And how long is the process of soaking these 
substances that determines whether they can be restored to their 
previous state? This is referring to soaking them in lukewarm water 
for a twenty-four-hour period." Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to 
the flesh of a corpse that is dry and cannot be soaked to restore it 
to its previous state, it is ritually pure, in the sense that an olive-bulk 
of the flesh does not transmit impurity imparted by a corpse. But a 
ladleful of the flesh transmits the impurity of the decayed flesh of 


a corpse. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that the blood of a men- 
struating woman transmits impurity by 
contact and by carrying both when moist and when dry. The Gemara 
asks: From where are these matters derived?" Hizkiyya says: They 
are derived from a verse, as the verse states with regard to a men- 
struating woman: “This is the law of him that has an issue... And of 
her who experiences the flow of her menstrual impurity” (Leviti- 
cus 15:32-33). The verse compares the status of the menstrual flow 
to that of the menstruating woman. This teaches that the status of 
the menstrual flow is like the status of the woman herself: Just as 
she transmits impurity by contact and by carrying, so too, the 
menstrual flow transmits impurity by contact and by carrying. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the impurity of the men- 
strual blood when it is moist, since it is called the menstrual flow; 
from where do we derive that dry menstrual blood also transmits 
impurity? Rabbi Yitzhak says that the verse states with regard to 
menstrual impurity: “And if a woman should have an issue, and her 
issue in her flesh shall be blood, she shall be in her impurity seven 
days, and whoever touches her shall be impure until the evening’ 
(Leviticus 15:19). The term “shall be” indicates that the blood shall 
remain in its impure status even once it is dry. 


> 


HALAKHA 


The blood of a menstruating woman - 1137 07: The blood of a 
menstruating woman, whether moist or dry, transmits impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:1). 


And the flesh of a corpse — mat War: An olive-bulk of the 
flesh of a corpse, whether it is moist or dry as a shard, transmits 
ritual impurity like a whole corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 2:1). 


The discharge of a zav and the mucus and the saliva of a 
ritual impurity only when moist, but not if they are overly dry. 
How much is considered dry? If one could soak those dry sub- 
stances in lukewarm water for a twenty-four-hour period and 
they would be restored to their previous state, they transmit 
impurity, even if the water is lukewarm only at the beginning 
at not at the end. The method of conducting this examination 
is learned by tradition (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 2:1). 


And the carcass of a creeping animal — yw: With regard 
to the flesh of a creeping animal that became dry as a shard, if 
it would return to its former state if soaked in lukewarm water 
for a twenty-four-hour period, it transmits ritual impurity. If not, 
it is ritually pure and does not transmit impurity even in the 
manner of impure foods (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar 
Avot HaTumot 4:12). 


And an animal carcass — moam: With regard to the flesh of an 
animal carcass that dried, if after soaking in lukewarm water for 
a twenty-four-hour period it would once again become moist 
and fit to be eaten by a dog, then it transmits ritual impurity. If 
not, itis ritually pure and does not transmit impurity even in the 
manner of impure foods (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar 
Avot HaTumot 1:13). 


And semen - y% naawi: Semen transmits ritual impurity 
only when moist. If it is dry as a shard it is ritually pure. If when 
soaked in lukewarm water for a twenty-four-hour period it 
would once again become moist, it is impure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 5:14 and Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 2:1). 


NOTES 


For a twenty-four-hour period — nyb nya: Some com- 
mentaries maintain that this examination in lukewarm 
water for a twenty-four-hour period applies to all the sub- 
stances listed earlier in the mishna: The discharge of a zav, 
his mucus and saliva, and the rest (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:1). Others claim that 
he examination as detailed in the mishna refers only to 
he carcass of a creeping animal and an animal carcass 
(Ra‘avad). With regard to the other substances, which were 
initially moist, it is enough to soak them in lukewarm water 
or a short period of time (Kesef Mishne). It should be noted 
hat the wording of the mishna supports the opinion of 
he Rambam. 


From where are these matters derived - sony sam xara: This 
question is referring to the halakha stated at the beginning 
of the mishna that the blood of a menstruating woman 
transmits impurity both when moist and when dry. Rashi 
adds that the question refers to the halakha that this blood 
transmits impurity by contact and by carrying. 
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BACKGROUND 


Mosquitoes — pana’: This refers to many kinds of 
biting midges in the Culicoides genus, which includes 
mosquitoes. Mosquitoes are common the world over, 
but certain species are unique to particular geo- 
graphical areas. In Eretz Yisrael, mosquitoes are active 
throughout the year, although their numbers dwindle 
in the winter and increase from the spring, reaching 
their height in September and October. Their eggs 
and larvae develop in moist spots, e.g., puddles and 
streams, and they can transmit diseases. 


Magnified image of a biting midge 


Renders an item designated for lying or sitting 
impure - awi 23W AW iy: This form of ritual impu- 
rity is also known as impurity imparted by treading. It 
is imparted by a zav, a zava, a woman after childbirth, 
and a menstruating woman. These individuals render 
items upon which they stand, sit, lie, or lean ritually 
impure even if they did not actually touch it with 
their bodies. Such an item becomes a primary source 
of ritual impurity, like the individual who imparted 
the impurity, and in turn, it imparts ritual impurity 
to people or items that touch or carry it. Only items 
that are specifically intended for sitting or lying upon 
are susceptible to this impurity imparted by treading; 
other items upon which the impure individual stands 
or sits do become ritually impure, but are considered 
only secondary sources of ritual impurity. 

According to some commentaries, susceptible 
items become impure only if the impure individual 
actually touched them (Rambam). Others maintain 
they are rendered impure as secondary sources even 
if the impure individual stands, sits, or lies on them 
without touching them directly (Rabbeinu Tam). 
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The Gemara objects: But one may say that this statement applies 
only to blood that was initially moist and subsequently became dry, 
as it retains its initial status. With regard to blood that was dry at 
the outset, from where do we derive thatit too transmits impurity? 
And furthermore, this inference does not provide a source for that 
which we learned in a mishna (21a): In the case of a woman who 
discharges an item whose shape is similar to a type of shell, similar 
to a type of soil, similar to a type of hair, or similar to a type of 
mosquito,’ if such items are red, she should cast them into water 
to ascertain their nature. If they dissolved, it is blood, and the 
woman is impure. From where do we derive that even this type of 
blood is impure? The Gemara explains: The term “shall be” is an 
amplification, indicating that menstrual blood in all these forms is 
impure. 


The Gemara objects: If so, one can likewise infer the following: Just 
as she, a menstruating woman, renders an item designated for lying 
or sitting impure’ to the extent that it transmits impurity to a 
person and to the extent that that person transmits impurity to his 
garments, despite the fact that the garments did not come into 
contact with the couch, so too, her blood also renders items des- 
ignated for lying or sitting impure to the extent that they transmit 
impurity to a person and to the extent that he transmits impurity 
to his garments, in the manner of a primary source of ritual impu- 
rity. The Gemara replies: Is that to say that the concepts of lying 
and sitting apply to her menstrual blood? These categories of 
impurity are limited to people. 


The Gemara asks: But according to your reasoning that this cate- 
gory of impurity is limited to people, do the concepts of lying and 

sitting apply to a stone afflicted with leprosy," so that a verse was 

necessary to exclude it? As it is taught in a baraita: One might have 

thought that a stone afflicted with leprosy should render an item 

designated for lying or sitting impure to the extent that it transmits 

impurity to a person and to the extent that he transmits impurity 
to his garments. 


The baraita explains: And this ruling might be derived by logical 
inference: If one enters a house where there is a stone afflicted with 
leprosy he becomes impure, but one who enters a house together 
with a man who experienced a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav] does 
not become impure. One may therefore infer as follows: If a zav, 
who does not transmit impurity by entering a house, nevertheless 
renders an item designated for lying or sitting impure to the extent 
that it transmits impurity to a person and to the extent that that 
person transmits impurity to his garments, then with regard to a 
stone afflicted with leprosy, which does transmit impurity by 
entering a house, is it not logical that it renders an item designated 
for lying or sitting impure to the extent that it transmits impurity 
to a person and to the extent that he transmits impurity to the 
garments he is wearing? 


The baraita concludes: Therefore, the verse states: “Every bed upon 
which the zav lies shall be impure, and every item upon which he 
sits shall be impure” (Leviticus 15:4). The term “the zav” indicates 
that only the zav, and not a stone afflicted with leprosy, renders 
items designated for lying or sitting impure. The Gemara infers from 
the baraita: The reason a stone afflicted with leprosy does not 
transmit impurity to items designated for lying or sitting is that the 
verse excluded it, but were it not so, the stone would transmit 
impurity to items designated for lying or sitting, despite the fact 
that the concepts of lying and sitting do not apply to a stone. 


The ritual impurity of a stone afflicted with leprosy — jax nxaw 
nya: A stone removed from a house with leprosy is a primary 
source of ritual impurity. An olive-bulk of such a stone transmits 
impurity to people and vessels by contact, carrying, and entering. 


HALAKHA 


How does it transmit impurity by entering? If this olive-bulk was 
brought into a ritually pure house, all items and people in the 
house are rendered ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tzara‘at 16:1). 
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The Gemara replies that from this same derivation one can infer 
that menstrual blood does not render items designated for lying or 
sitting impure: Didn’t you say that the term “the zav” teaches that 
only the zav, and not a stone afflicted with leprosy, renders items 
designated for lying or sitting impure? So too, a verse excludes 
menstrual blood from this category of impurity, as the verse states: 

“And he if is on the bed, or on any item upon which she sits, when 
he touches it, he shall be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 15:23). 
The term “she” indicates that she, the menstruating woman, but 
not her blood, transmits impurity to items designated for lying 
or sitting. 


The Gemara raises an objection: There is a unique halakha with 
regard to the impurity of a zav and a menstruating woman: In a 
case where one of them sits on an item, including one that cannot 
become ritually impure, e.g., a stone, and beneath that item is a 
vessel, that vessel becomes impure, even if their weight has no effect 
on the vessel, as in the case of a very heavy stone. If the verse com- 
pares the status of the menstrual blood to the status of the menstru- 
ating woman, as derived above, one can infer as follows: Just as a 
menstruating woman transmits impurity to items that lie beneath 
a very heavy stone," so too, her menstrual flow also transmits 
impurity to items that lie beneath a very heavy stone. 


Rav Ashi said in response: Items designated for lying or sitting also 
transmit impurity to items that lie beneath a very heavy stone. The 
verse states with regard to an item of this kind, which was rendered 
impure by a zav: “And whoever touches anything that was under 
him shall be impure until the evening, and he that carries them 
shall wash his clothes, and bathe himself in water, and he shall 
be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 15:10). The term “them” is 
an exclusion, indicating that items designated for lying or sitting 
transmit impurity to items that lie beneath a very heavy stone, but 
menstrual blood does not. 


§ The mishna teaches: And the flesh of a corpse transmits impu- 
rity both when moist and when dry. The Gemara asks: From where 
do we derive this halakha? Reish Lakish said that this is as the 
verse states: “Or whoever touches any creeping thing by which he 
may be made impure, or a man from whom he may be made impure, 
from any impurity that he has” (Leviticus 22:5). The term “from 
any” is an amplification, indicating that one may become impure 
from any impurities that come from a dead person, whether they 
are moist or dry. 


Rabbi Yohanan said that this halakha is derived from the verse: 
“And whoever touches in the open field one who is slain with a 
sword, or one who died, or the bone of a man, or a grave, shall be 
impure seven days” (Numbers 19:16). The verse indicates that the 
impurity of a dead man is similar to the impurity of a bone: Just 
as a bone is dry, so too here, with regard to the impurity ofa corpse, 
it transmits impurity even when it is dry. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the 
inferences of Reish Lakish and Rabbi Yohanan? The Gemara 
answers that the practical difference between them is the case of a 
corpse which is so dry that it crumbles. Reish Lakish maintains it 
is impure, as the term “from any” indicates that a corpse transmits 
impurity in any form, whereas Rabbi Yohanan maintains it is ritually 
pure, as it is unlike a bone, which does not crumble. 


A very heavy stone - X 
mentaries, the source of t 
stone [even] was brought, 


NOTES 

nn Jax: According to the com- 
his term is from the verse: “And a 
and laid [vesumat] on the mouth 


of the den” (Daniel 6:18). The verse indicates that the stone 


was heavier than the wei 


ight a single person could move 


and it was meant to remain in one place. It is therefore 


called even mesama, whic 
hasama. 


There are different opinions as to the exact nature o 
this method of transmitting impurity. According to Rashi, 


the stone itself does not 


Some claim that the stone weighs on the vessels beneath it, 


while the additional weig 


is entirely insignificant (Tosafot). The Meiri states that some 
understand from Rashi that impurity is transferred even i 
the stone does not touch the vessels at all, although the 
Meiri himself prefers to explain that according to Rashi the 
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NOTES 

And its root does not renew — avon Syria pe: 
Literally this term means: Whose trunk does not 
replenish itself. The expression originates from the 
halakhot of the prohibition against eating the fruit 
of a tree during the first three years after its plant- 
ing [orla], where part of the definition of a tree for 
which one has to observe the halakhot of orla is 
that it has a trunk that does not sprout anew each 
year from the ground. 


An animal whose hide was removed — aban: 

The early commentaries provide different expla- 
nations for why this animal's hide was removed. 
Some say it was due to overwork; others say that 
the animal suffered from some kind of skin disease 
(Rashi; see Rashi on Hullin 54a). 


LANGUAGE 

Whose hide was removed [geluda] - maby: From 
the root gimmel, lamed, dalet, meaning skin; see 
Job 16:15: “| have sewn sackcloth on my skin [gildi] 
and have laid my horn in the dust.” Geluda accord- 
ingly refers to one whose skin has been removed. 
It is possible that the word is derived from galud, 
ice (see Halakhot Gedolot). 
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The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish 
from a baraita: The flesh of a corpse that crumbled" is ritually 
pure. The Gemara answers that this is not difficult, as the baraita 
there is referring to where the flesh is so dry that it has become 
like flour and is therefore classified as dust. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinions of both Reish 
Lakish and Rabbi Yohanan from a mishna (Oholot 3:3): Every- 
thing that is in a corpse transmits impurity," except for the teeth, 
and the hair, and the nails. This is the halakha only when these 
items are separated from the body, but when they are attached to 
the corpse they are all impure. According to Rabbi Yohanan teeth 
should transmit impurity because they are similar to bones, while 
according to Reish Lakish they should be included in the term 


“ > 
from any. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: Only items that are similar to a bone 
transmit impurity: Just as a bone is an item that was created with 
him at the time of birth, so too, all items that transmit impurity 
are those that were created with him, whereas teeth are not pres- 
ent at the time of birth. The Gemara asks: But are there not the 
cases of hair and nails, which were created with him, and yet the 
mishna states that they are ritually pure? 


Rather, Rav Adda bar Ahava said a different explanation: Only 
those items that are similar to a bone transmit impurity: Just as 
a bone is an item that was created with him and its root does 
not renew’ itself, i.e., if a bone is removed a new bone does not 
grow in its place, so too, any item that was created with him and 
whose root does not renew itself transmits impurity. The teeth 
were excluded from this category, as they were not created with 
him. The hair and nails were excluded, as even though they were 
created with him their roots renew themselves, since they grow 
again after they are cut off. 


The Gemara objects: But isn’t there the case of skin, whose root 
renews itself, and this is as we learned in a mishna (Hullin 54a): 
In the case of an animal whose hide was removed [hageluda ], 
Rabbi Meir deems it kosher, as the skin renews itself, and the 
Rabbis deem it an animal with a wound that will cause it to die 
within twelve months [tereifa] and unfit for consumption. The 
Gemara explains: And even the Rabbis deem it unfit only due to 
the fact that in the meantime, between the removal of the old 
hide and the growth of the new one, the air affects it and as a 
result it will die, but they concede that actually the skin’s root 
renews itself. And nevertheless we learned in a mishna (Hullin 
122a): These are the entities whose skin has the same halakhic 
status as their flesh: The skin of a dead person," and the skin 
of a domesticated pig...and the skin of the hump of a young 
camel, etc. 


HALAKHA 
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The flesh of a corpse that crumbled - Pame man wa: If flesh 
of a corpse crumbled and became flour-like, it is ritually pure. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:10 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Everything that is in a corpse transmits impurity, etc. — naaw bp 
"131 Navid: Everything that is in a corpse is impure except for the 
teeth, hair, and nails. When they are attached to the corpse they 
are all impure. How so? If a corpse is outside a house but the hair 
attached to it is inside, all items inside the house are rendered ritually 
impure. Likewise, anyone who touches a corpse's hair, teeth, or nails 


while these body parts are attached to the corpse becomes impure. 


The halakha is in accordance with the mishna in Oho/ot (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:13). 


An animal whose hide was removed — TAT: Ifan animal's hide 
was removed entirely, either by human intervention or due to dis- 
ease, it is a tereifa. If pieces of skin, each the size of a sela, remained 
in three specific areas of the body the animal is kosher (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 59:1). 


The skin of a person - DIK Ti: The skin of a dead person is impure 
like his flesh. If one tanned it or trod on it for the period of time 
required for tanning, it is ritually pure by Torah law. By rabbinic law 
it transmits impurity if it is the volume of an olive-bulk like the flesh 
of the dead, lest one tan human skin and fashion mats from it. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Ulla (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:11). 
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The Gemara explains that it was stated with regard to that mishna 
that Ulla said: By Torah law, the skin of a dead person is ritually 
pure. And what is the reason the Sages said that it is impure? It is 
a rabbinic decree lest a person should fashion rugs for a donkey 
out of the skins of his deceased father and mother." 


And some say a different version of the above discussion: Isn’t 
there the case of skin, whose root does not renew itself," and this 
is as we learned in a mishna (Hullin 54a): In the case of an animal 
whose hide was removed, Rabbi Meir deems it kosher, and the 
Rabbis deem it a tereifa and unfit for consumption, as its skin does 
not regrow? The Gemara explains: And even Rabbi Meir deems it 
fit only because the flesh cools and the animal heals, but he con- 
cedes that actually the skin's root does not renew itself. Accordingly, 
the skin of a corpse should be impure. But Ulla said: By Torah law, 
the skin ofa dead person is ritually pure. 


The Gemara answers that when the opinion of Ulla was stated, it 
was stated with regard to the latter clause of that mishna: And for 
all of these skins, in a case where one tanned them" or where one 
spread them on the ground and trod on them for the same amount 
of time it takes for tanning, they are no longer classified as flesh and 
are ritually pure, except for the skin of a dead person, which 
maintains the status of flesh. And with regard to this Ulla said that 
by Torah law the skin of a dead person, when one tanned it, is 
ritually pure. And what is the reason the Sages said it is impure? 
It is a rabbinic decree lest a person should fashion rugs out of the 
skin of his deceased father and mother. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the case of flesh, whose root 
renews itself, as when one’s flesh is cut it regrows and heals, and yet 
it is impure? Mar bar Rav Ashi says: Flesh does not renew itself, 
as although when someone is cut his flesh regrows and heals, a scar 
is formed in its place. 


§ The mishna teaches: But ziva transmits impurity when moist, 
although not when dry. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive 
that ziva transmits impurity? As it is taught in a baraita that dis- 
cusses the verse: “When any man has an issue out of his flesh, his 
issue, it is impure” (Leviticus 15:2). This taught with regard to ziva 
that it is impure. 


The baraita asks: Why is this derivation necessary? Could this not 
be derived through an a fortiori inference? Since ziva causes impu- 
rity to others, i.e., to the one who emitted the discharge, is it not 
all the more so that ziva itself is impure? The baraita replies that 
the case of the scapegoat brought on Yom Kippur may prove that 
this inference is not valid, as it causes impurity to others, i.e., the 
dispatcher of the scapegoat is rendered impure, and yet the goat 
itself is pure. So too, you should not be surprised about this, 
the discharge of ziva, that even though it causes impurity to 
others, ziva itself is pure. Therefore, the verse states: “His issue, it 
is impure.” This taught with regard to ziva that it is impure. 


And all of these skins where one tanned them, etc. — thay 
^D) yay: With regard to the hide of a domesticated pig, the 
skin of the hump of a young camel that is still soft, the skin of the 
womb, the skin of an animal fetus in the womb of a slaughtered 


HALAKHA 


or spread them on the ground and trod on them for the period 
of time required for tanning, they are ritually pure, as stated in 
the mishna in Hullin (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 1:9). 


animal, and the skin beneath the tail of a ewe, if one tanned them 


NOTES 


Lest a person should fashion rugs for a donkey out 
of the skins of his deceased father and mother — 
sion pow jax) viy nisi DIX nwy Naw: The men- 
tion a donkey indicates that these skins would be 
used in a degrading manner. Some versions of the text 
omit the term: For a donkey (Josafot). Rashi on Hullin 
122a explains that these rugs were used as upholstery 
for beds and expensive chairs. Other early commen- 
taries maintain that the aim of this practice was to 
honor one's parents by keeping their memories alive 
and present. Nevertheless, there are two prohibitions 
involved in such an act: Failing to bury a dead body 
and degrading the deceased (Ritva; Ramban). 

Some claim this practice was a form of sorcery, and 
that the use of skins of a close relative provided a 
more powerful sorcery (Responsa of the Radbaz). The 
commentaries ask: Since it is in any case prohibited to 
derive benefit from a corpse, why is a rabbinic decree 
of ritual impurity necessary to prohibit this practice? 
Tosafot give two answers: One is that people treat 
matters of impurity more stringently than they treat 
other prohibitions, and the other is that the skin is 
not included with the flesh in the prohibition against 
deriving benefit from a corpse. Others suggest that 
using mats fashioned from skins is not considered 
deriving benefit (Mei Nidda). 


And some say, isn’t there the case of skin whose 

root does not renew itself — pret iy "17 IINT NDN) 
yoma iyt: In other words, according to this opinion, 

if skin is removed it will not grow again (Rashi). The 

later commentaries are puzzled by this claim, as it is 

unusual to find a dispute in the Gemara with regard 

to reality, in a situation where one can simply see 

whether new skin grows in place of skin that has been 

removed. They therefore explain that everyone agrees 

new skin will grow to replace removed skin, but there 

are distinguishing marks that indicate it is not the 

same skin. According to the second version of the dis- 
cussion, due to these marks skin is considered an item 

whose root does not replenish itself, whereas accord- 
ing to the first version, since new skin does grow it is 

in the category of an entity that replenishes itself. 
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NOTES 


Just as is the halakha with regard to contact with 
an animal carcass — maa YAO TTT PN: An animal 
carcass transmits impurity by touch only to the one who 
ouched it, not to the garments he is wearing, whereas 
if one carries a carcass both he and the clothing or non- 
earthenware vessels with which he is in contact while 
ouching the carcass become impure (Rashi). This is 
because the verse states with regard to the impurity of 
an animal carcass: “And if any animal of which you may 
eat dies, he who touches its carcass shall be impure until 
he evening...he who also bears its carcass shall wash 
his clothes, and be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 
1139-40). 


The number of emissions by which one becomes 
impure with the impurity of a zav - xm: If a per- 
son experiences one gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva], he 
becomes impure for one day, and his impurity is equiva- 
lent to the impurity of one who experiences a seminal 
discharge. Only when one experiences two emissions of 
ziva, on the same day or on two consecutive days, does 
he become impure with the more severe impurity of a 
zav, which lasts seven days, and for which he requires 
seven clean days to become pure. If the person experi- 
ences a third emission of ziva on the same day or on 
the next day, he must bring an offering as part of his 
purification process. 


In the case of the third emission the Merciful One jux- 
taposed the status of a male zav to that of a female — 
map KITI PUP wwrbwa: The Gemara is teaching 

that there is a distinction between the first two emissions 

of a zav and the third emission. The first two emissions 

do not render him impure if they occurred due to an 

accident, e.g., due to excessive consumption of food, 
rather than a disease (see Zavim 2:2). In this regard, the 

halakha of a male zav differs from that of a female zava, 
i.e., a woman who experiences a discharge of uterine 

blood after her menstrual period, as a zava is rendered 

impure by any discharge of blood from the uterus, irre- 
spective of the cause. The Gemara is stating that with 

regard to the third emission of a zav, his halakha does 

not differ from that of a zava, and therefore it renders him 

obligated to bring an offering even if it occurred due to 

an accident (see 35a). 


HALAKHA 


The emission of a zav with regard to impurity by 
carrying — XW nx paw ait: The ziva of a zav, like 
the zav himself, is a primary source of ritual impurity, 
and it transmits impurity by touch and carrying in any 
amount (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 1:12). 
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The Gemara objects: But one may say that this statement, that the 
discharge of ziva transmits impurity, applies only to transmitting 
impurity by contact. But with regard to transmitting impurity by 
carrying it does not transmit impurity, just as it is with regard to 
the carcass of a creeping animal, which transmits impurity by con- 
tact but not by carrying. Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: A verse was 
not necessary to teach that ziva transmits ritual impurity by contact, 
as the halakha with regard to ziva is no less stringent than with 
regard to semen, which transmits impurity by contact. 


When the verse was necessary, it was to teach that ziva transmits 
impurity by carrying. The Gemara asks: And yet one may say that 
ziva transmits impurity to a person and to his garments only by 
carrying, but as for impurity by contact, although ziva transmits 
impurity to the person who touches it, it does not transmit impu- 
rity to his garments, just as is the halakha with regard to contact 
with an unslaughtered animal carcass." If one touches a carcass he 
is rendered impure but his garments remain pure, despite the fact 
that if one carries a carcass his garments are also rendered impure. 


The Gemara answers: This could not enter your mind, as it is taught 
in a baraita that Aherim say, with regard to the verse: “This is the law 
of him that has an issue... And of her who experiences the flow of 
her menstrual impurity, and of one who emits his issue [zovo], in 
the case of a male or a female” (Leviticus 15:32-33). The verse 
juxtaposes the impurity of the issue of the zav to the impurity of 
the zav himself: Just as with regard to him you did not distinguish 
between impurity transmitted by contact with him and impurity 
transmitted by carrying him, as in both cases the zav transmits 
impurity to a person and transmits impurity to his garments, so 
too, with regard to the issue of the zav the halakha is the same." 


The Gemara asks: And now that we have derived the impurity of 
the discharge of a zav from the verse: “And of one who emits his 
issue” (Leviticus 15:33), why do I need the verse: “When any man 
has an issue out ofhis flesh, his issue, it is impure” (Leviticus 15:2)? 


Rav Yehuda of Diskarta said: This verse was necessary, as it might 
enter your mind to say that the case of the scapegoat may prove 
that the discharge of a zav is not impure, as the scapegoat causes 
impurity to others and yet the goat itself is pure. Likewise, one 
might conclude that although the discharge of a zav causes impurity 
to others, ziva itself is pure. And if one were to dismiss this possibil- 
ity, due to the verse: “And of one who emits his issue [zovo], in the 
case of a male or a female” (Leviticus 15:33), one could reply that 
it does not indicate the impurity of ziva. Rather, it comes to teach 
the number of emissions by which one becomes impure with the 
impurity of a zav." 


Rav Yehuda of Diskarta clarifies this interpretation of the verse. The 
term: An issue [zov], would indicate one emission of ziva. Since 
the verse uses the term “his issue [zovo],” the superfluous addition 
indicates two emissions of ziva. With regard to these two emissions, 
the verse states: “In the case of a male,’ indicating that the status of 
a male zav differs from the status of a female zava in that he is not 
rendered impure if the emission occurred due to an accident, which 
would render a female impure. But in the case of the third emission 
of ziva the Merciful One juxtaposed the status of a male zav to 
that of a female," as the verse states: “Or a female,” indicating that 
even ifthe third emission was due to an accident he is nevertheless 
obligated to bring an offering. 
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Since one would not have derived the impurity of ziva from this verse, 
the Merciful One wrote: “His issue, it is impure” (Leviticus 15:2). 
And now that the Merciful One states: “His issue, it is impure,” one 
may derive from the verse “and of one who emits his issue” not only 
the number of emissions, but also this interpretation, that there is no 
difference between the impurity imparted by ziva by contact and 
by carrying. 


§ The mishna teaches: And the mucus and the saliva ofa zav transmit 
impurity when moist but not when dry. The Gemara asks: From 
where do we derive the ritual impurity of the saliva of a zav? The 
Gemara answers that this is derived as it is taught in a baraita: The 
verse states: “And if one who has an issue spits on the pure person, 
then he shall wash his clothes, and bathe himself in water, and he is 
impure until the evening” (Leviticus 15:8). One might have thought 
that the saliva transmits impurity even if the zav merely spat in the 
direction of a pure person, despite the fact that it did not come into 
contact with him. Therefore, the verse states: “And if one who has an 
issue spits on the pure person,” which teaches that unless the saliva 
comes into contact with the pure person he is not rendered impure. 


The baraita continues: I have derived only that his saliva is impure. 
From where is it derived that his phlegm, his mucus, and his nasal 
fluids are also impure?" The verse states: “And if one who has an issue 
spits.” The superfluous “and” is an amplification, indicating that these 
substances also transmit impurity. 


The Master said above: One might have thought that the saliva trans- 
mits impurity even if the zav merely spat in the direction of a pure 
person, despite the fact that it did not come into contact with him. 
The Gemara asks: From where would this be derived? Why would 
one think that a person becomes impure from saliva that did not come 
into contact with him, making it necessary for a verse to exclude 
this possibility? 


The Gemara explains: It might enter your mind to say that we should 

derive a verbal analogy from the term saliva in the verse “and if one 

who has an issue spits,’ and the term saliva stated in connection with 

a yevama,® a widow whose husband died childless and who partici- 
pates in halitza, as the verse states: “His yevama shall approach him, 
before the Elders, and remove his shoe from on his foot and spit before 

him” (Deuteronomy 25:9). Just as there, with regard to halitza, the 

ritual is valid even though the saliva did not touch her brother-in-law, 
so too here, with regard to the saliva of a zav, it transmits impurity 
despite the fact that it did not come into contact with the pure person. 
Therefore, the verse teaches us that the saliva of a zav transmits 

impurity only if it comes into contact with the pure person. 


The Gemara objects: And yet one may say that this statement, that 
the saliva of a zav transmits impurity, applies only to transmitting 
impurity by contact. But with regard to transmitting impurity by 
carrying it does not transmit impurity, just as is the halakha with 
regard to the carcass of a creeping animal, which transmits impurity 
by contact but not by carrying. Reish Lakish said that the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And if one 
who has an issue spits on the pure person.” The term “on the pure 
person” is interpreted to mean that in any case where something of 
the saliva is in the hand of the pure person I deemed him impure 
for you, even ifhe did not come into direct contact with the saliva but 
merely carried it. 


The Gemara objects: But one may say that although the saliva of a 
zav transmits impurity both by carrying and by contact, nevertheless 
there is the following difference between them: By carrying the saliva 
of a zav, it transmits impurity to a person and to his garments, 
but by contact, although it transmits impurity to the person who 
touches it, it does not transmit impurity to his garments, just as is 
the halakha with regard to contact with an unslaughtered animal 
carcass. 


HALAKHA 


His phlegm, his mucus, and his nasal fluids are also 
impure - by ART iy ima: The phlegm, mucus, 
saliva, and nasal fluids of a zav are considered like 
his saliva in all regards, and each of these transmits 
impurity by touch and carrying to people and ves- 
sels in any amount (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:16). 


BACKGROUND 


Yevama — 7193": When a man dies without children, 
the Torah requires his brother to perform levirate 
marriage with the wife of the deceased. Ifthe brother 
does not wish to marry the widow he may perform 
the halitza ceremony, thereby releasing her from her 
bond, and she is then allowed to remarry out of the 
family (see Deuteronomy 25:7-10). The term halitza 
is derived from the central element of this ceremony, 
which involves the widow removing [holetzet] a spe- 
cial sandal from the foot of the brother. Halitza must 
be performed before a rabbinical court. 
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NOTES 


What is the reason the verse states specifically 
on the pure person, conclude two conclusions 
from it ATA Ay pow TVI NNA: It is derived from 
the term “pure person [tahor]" that the touch of the 
saliva of a zav transmits impurity both to a person and 
the garments he is wearing. The impurity of carrying 
is derived from the term “on” as the word in full reads 
batahor, on the pure person. 


LANGUAGE 


Paint [kehol] - bins: The material known in the Tal- 
mud as kehol was a blue substance that contained 
antimony oxide. It was ordinarily used as a cosmetic, 
but was sometimes applied in order to heal various 
ailments of the eyes and as a disinfectant, due to the 
antimony. Furthermore, there was a special brush 
known as a mikhhol, which was used to apply the 
cosmetic to the eyes, and this brush also served to 
apply various other remedies, such as ointments and 
the like. Consequently, every treatment of the eye by 
means of ointments is called kehila. 


Poison [zihara] — 17%: From the Middle Persian zahr, 
meaning venom and anger. 


HALAKHA 

Nine types of fluids of the zav, etc. - ppwn mywn 
"931 3171: There are nine types of fluids emitted by the 
zav. Three of them are a primary source of ritual impu- 
rity: His saliva, semen, and urine. Each of these trans- 
mits impurity to people and vessels in any amount. 
Three others have the status of a secondary source 
of ritual impurity: His tears, blood from his wound, 
and the milk of a woman who is a zava. These are 
like impure liquids that do not transmit impurity to 
people, but they do render vessels impure by rabbinic 
law. Finally, three fluids of the zav are ritually pure: His 
sweat, his foul secretion, and his excrement (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:16). 
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Reish Lakish said, and so too the school of Rabbi Yishmael 

taught, that the verse states: “And if one who has an issue spits on 

the pure person” The term “on the pure person” teaches that a case 

of purity, i.e, that which I deemed pure for you in a different case, 
I have deemed impure for you here. And which case is this? This 

is referring to contact with an animal carcass, which renders only 
the one touching it impure, but not his garments, whereas the saliva 

of a zav renders them both impure. 


The Gemara objects: But one can say that the case deemed pure 
elsewhere but deemed impure here is that of carrying the carcass 
of a creeping animal. Perhaps the verse is teaching that whereas a 
creeping animal does not transmit impurity by carrying, the saliva 
of a zav does transmit impurity by carrying. By contrast, contact 
with the saliva ofa zav renders only the one touching it impure, but 
not his garments, as is the halakha with regard to an animal carcass. 
The Gemara responds: If that is so, let the verse write: If one who 
has an issue spits on the person. What is the reason the verse states 
specifically: “On the pure person”? Conclude two conclusions 
from it," both that the saliva of a zav transmits impurity by carrying 
and that contact with the saliva renders impure both the person and 
his garments. 


§ The aforementioned baraita teaches: And the nasal fluids of a 
zav also transmit impurity. The Gemara asks: What are these nasal 
fluids? Rav says: This is referring to fluids that are emitted via the 
mouth of a person. They are impure because it is impossible for 
the nasal fluids to flow through the mouth without containing 
traces of saliva, which are impure. And Rabbi Yohanan says: The 
baraita is referring even to fluids that are emitted via the nose. 
Evidently, Rabbi Yohanan maintains that nasal fluids are catego- 
rized as a flow of bodily fluids, and the Merciful One included it 
among the impure bodily fluids of a zav, by the amplification: “And 
if one who has an issue spits.” 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rav, who maintains that nasal 
fluids are impure because they contain traces of saliva, this is diffi- 
cult: Let the mishna also count among the impure bodily fluids of 
the zav the tears of his eye, as Rav said: He who desires to blind 
his eye should have a gentile paint [likhhol]' his eye, as the gentile 
is apt to add a substance that causes blindness. And Levi said: He 
who desires to die should have a gentile paint his eye, as the gentile 
is apt to add poison to the paint. 


The Gemara continues: And Rav Hiyya bar Gurya said: What is 
the reasoning of Rav, that he did not say like Levi: He who desires 
to die should have a gentile paint his eye? Rav did not say this 
because he maintains one can prevent the poisonous substances 
from killing him, since he can suck the poisonous substances into 
his mouth by inhaling and emit them via the mouth. This indicates 
that the fluids of the eye can also be emitted through the mouth, 
and if so, the tears of a zav should likewise transmit impurity. The 
Gemara answers: And Rav would say that although the poison 
[dezihara]' placed in one’s eye can exit the body via the mouth, the 
tears themselves do not exit the body through the mouth. 


The Gemara states: With regard to the above dispute between Rav 
and Rabbi Yohanan, come and hear a baraita: There are nine types 
of fluids of the zav." The sweat, the foul secretion from an infected 
wound, and the excrement are pure from any form of impurity. 
The tears that emerge from his eye, the blood from his wound, 
and the milk of a woman who is a zava all transmit the ritual 
impurity of liquids, i.e., they render food and liquids impure, as 
other impure liquids do, in a situation where there is at least a 
quarter-log of the fluid. But his ziva, his saliva, and his urine all 
transmit a severe form of ritual impurity. The Gemara comments: 
The baraita lists many substances, and yet it does not teach that 
nasal fluids are impure. 
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Granted, according to the opinion of Rav, the tanna of the baraita 
does not teach that nasal fluids are impure, as he could not teach 
it categorically, since sometimes the nasal fluid comes via the 
mouth, and is impure, and sometimes it comes via the nose, and 
is not impure. But according to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, let 
the tanna teach that nasal fluids are impure. 


The Gemara responds: And according to your reasoning, does this 
tanna teach that his phlegm and his mucus are impure? Rather, he 
taught that saliva is impure, and this includes the impurity of all 
substances that are derived from its amplification, e.g., his phlegm 
and his mucus. Here too, with regard to nasal fluids, the tanna 
taught the halakha of his saliva, and this includes all substances 
that are derived from its amplification, including nasal fluids. 


The baraita teaches that in the case of a zav or zava, the tears of their 
eyes and the blood from their wounds, as well as the milk of a zava, 
all transmit the ritual impurity of liquids. The Gemara cites the 
source for these cases of impurity: The tears of his eye are classified 
as a liquid, as it is written: “You have fed them with the bread of 
tears, and given them tears to drink in great measure” (Psalms 
80:6). And the blood from his wound is classified as a liquid, as it 
is written: “And he shall drink the blood of the slain” (Numbers 
23:24). Although the verse is referring to the blood ofa dead person, 
and not to the blood of a wound, what difference does it make to 
me if one killed all of him, and what difference does it make to me 
if one killed part of him, i.e., wounded him? With regard to the milk 
ofa woman, it too is classified as a liquid, as it is written: “And she 
opened the bottle of milk, and gave him to drink” (Judges 4:19). 


The baraita teaches that the urine of a zav transmits a severe form 
of ritual impurity, as do his ziva and his saliva. The Gemara asks: 
From where do we derive that the urine of a zav is impure? As it is 
taught in a baraita: The verse states: “When any man has an issue 


out of his flesh, his issue, it is impure. And this shall be his impurity” 


(Leviticus 15:2-3). The term “and this” comes to include his urine 
with regard to a severe form of ritual impurity. The baraita asks: 
And could this not be derived through an a fortiori inference? If 
saliva, which comes from a place of purity, i.e., one’s mouth, whose 
secretions are not usually impure, is nevertheless impure, then with 
regard to his urine, which comes 


from a place of impurity, the same place that emits ziva, is it not 
logical that it should be impure? The baraita answers: The case of 
blood that issues from the opening of the penis may prove that 
this inference is invalid, as the blood comes from a place of impu- 
rity and yet it is pure. Likewise, you should not be surprised 
about this, the urine of a zav, that even though it comes from a 
place of impurity it should be pure. Therefore, the verse states: 
“When any man has an issue out of his flesh, his issue, it is impure. 
And this shall be his impurity” (Leviticus 15:2-3). The term “and 
this” comes to include his urine with regard to the severe form of 
ritual impurity. 
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HALAKHA 


Blood that issues from his mouth or from the open- 
ing of the penis — max 910) PSI K¥ iNT OF: Blood 
that flows from the penis of a zav or that issues from 
his mouth is considered like blood from the wound 
of a zav, and it causes ritual impurity only at the level 
of second-degree ritual impurity. When the Gemara 
states that the blood in these two cases is ritually pure, 
it means that it does not transmit impurity as a zav, 
but it does transmit impurity in the manner of impure 
liquids. This is explicitly stated in the Tosefta in Zavim 
5:3 (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 1:16 and Kesef Mishne there). 


A creeping animal that dried up but its skeleton 
is intact - np itu way yW: With regard to 
the carcass of a creeping animal that dried but its 
skeleton is intact, since its entire structure is there it 
transmits ritual impurity. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Reish Lakish. The Rambam adds: 
It would seem to me that this impurity applies by 
rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 4:12 and Kesef Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 


Carcass of a creeping animal - yw: There are eight 
creeping animals, which are small mammals and 
lizards, whose carcasses impart ritual impurity upon 
contact (Leviticus 11:29-30). There is no clear oral 
tradition with regard to the identities of the animals 
listed in the Torah. Consequently, the determina- 
tion of their identity involves educated conjecture. 
Among the suggestions offered are that holed is a 
rat, akhbar a mouse, tzav a dab lizard, anaka a gecko, 
koah a monitor, leta’a a lizard, homet a skink, and 
tinshemet a chameleon. 
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The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that blood that issues 
from the opening of the penis is pure? As it is taught in a baraita 
concerning a zav: One might have thought that blood that issues 
from his mouth or from the opening of the penis" is impure, like 
his saliva and urine. Therefore, the verse states: “His issue, it is 
impure” (Leviticus 15:2). The term “it” is an exclusion, indicating 
that it, ziva, is impure, but blood that issues from his mouth or 
from the opening of the penis is not impure; rather, it is pure. 


The Gemara suggests: But perhaps I should reverse the halakhot. 
One could derive from the amplification “and this” that blood issuing 
from the penis of the zav is impure, and from the exclusion “it” that 
his urine is pure. Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai: Urine, rather than blood, should be included among the 
impure fluids of the zav, as it is similar to saliva: Just as saliva is a 
fluid that first gathers together and then comes out of the mouth, 
so too, all impure fluids are those that gather together and then 
come out of the body. Blood is therefore excluded, as it does not 
first gather together and then come out of the body. 


The Gemara objects: But there is the case of the milk that is emitted 
from a woman, which first gathers together and then comes out of 
the body, and it should therefore transmit a severe form of ritual 
impurity, like saliva and ziva. And yet the Master said in the afore- 
mentioned baraita: The milk of a woman transmits the ritual impu- 
rity of liquids. One may infer that with regard to the ritual impurity 
of liquids, yes, it transmits impurity, but it does not transmit a 
severe form of ritual impurity. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai: In order to transmit a severe form of impurity the fluid must 
be similar to saliva: Just as saliva first gathers together and then 
comes out of the mouth, and if it is not expectorated it is reab- 
sorbed, so too, all impure fluids first gather together and then come 
out of the body, and are reabsorbed by the body if they are not 
emitted. Blood is therefore excluded, as it does not first gather 
` together and then come out of the body. The milk that is emitted 
from a woman is also excluded, as even though it gathers together 
and then comes out of the body it cannot be reabsorbed. 


The Gemara further objects: But let us derive from the case of ziva 
that both blood and breast milk transmit impurity: Just as his ziva 
does not first gather together and then come out of the body, and 
yet it transmits impurity, so too, all the fluids of a zav should trans- 
mit impurity, even if they do not gather together before they are 
emitted from the body. Rava said in explanation: One cannot derive 
the halakha with regard to the blood and breast milk ofa zav or zava 
from the halakha with regard to his ziva, as the case of ziva is unique 
in thatit causes impurity to others, i.e., to the one who emitted ziva. 


§ The mishna teaches: And the carcass of a creeping animal trans- 
mits impurity when moist but not when dry. Reish Lakish says: 
With regard to the carcass of a creeping animal that dried up but 
its skeleton is intact," i.e., its bone structure remains in place, it 
is ritually impure. The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in the 
mishna that the items it lists, including the creeping animal, all trans- 
mit impurity when they are moist, but they do not transmit impu- 
rity when they are dry? Rabbi Zeira said: It is not difficult. This 
statement of Reish Lakish, that creeping animals transmit impurity 
even when dry, is referring to a case where all of the bones are intact. 
By contrast, that ruling of the mishna, that they do not transmit 
impurity when dry, is referring to a situation where only part of the 
bones are intact. 


The carcass of a creeping animal that dried up but its skeleton 
is intact — m3) nowy wav yW: The early commentaries suggest 
various descriptions of this dried creeping animal whose skeleton 
remains intact. Some say its overall structure is still there, i.e., its 


NOTES 


bones have not broken and it retains its form (Rashi). Others explain 
that its spine appears whole and its ribs are still attached (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:9; Rambam’s Commentary on 
the Mishna). 
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This is as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi 
Bisna, says that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: The verse states 
with regard to creeping animals: “Whoever touches them when 
they are dead shall be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 11:31). 
One might have thought that the carcasses of creeping animals 
transmit impurity only if one comes into contact with all of them, 
i.e, with creeping animals that are completely intact. Therefore, the 
verse states: “And upon whatever any of them falls when they are 


dead shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:32). The term “any of them” 


indicates that this halakha applies even if one comes into contact 
with only part of a creeping animal. 


If the halakha is derived from the term “of them,” one might have 
thought that even if one comes into contact with a part of them 
he is rendered impure. Therefore, the verse states: “Whoever 
touches them,’ which indicates completely intact creeping animals. 
The baraita concludes: How can these texts be reconciled? Here, 
where the verse indicates that even part of them transmits impurity, 
it is referring to a moist creeping animal. There, where the verse 
teaches that only a complete creeping animal transmits impurity, it 
is speaking of a dry creature. 


Rava said: With regard to these lizards of the city of Mehoza,® 
when their skeleton is intact they are impure. The dab lizard is one 
of the creeping animals listed in the Torah. And Reish Lakish says: 
With regard to the carcass of a creeping animal that was burned 
but its skeleton is intact," it is ritually impure. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna that indicates a 
burnt carcass of a creeping animal is pure (Teharot 9:9): In a case 
where a burnt creeping animal was found on top ofa pile of olives, 
and likewise, if the tattered rag of a zava" was found on a pile of 
olives, the olives are pure. One is not concerned that the carcass 
of the creeping animal touched the olives before it was burned or 
that the rag touched the olives before it became tattered, because 
with regard to all matters of impurity, it is assumed that when the 
item in question came into contact with the potential sources of 
impurity, the potential sources of impurity were in the same state 
as they were at the time they were found, and a burnt carcass does 
not transmit impurity. Rabbi Zeira said: It is not difficult; this 
statement of Reish Lakish refers to a case where all of the bones are 
intact, whereas that ruling of the mishna is referring to a situation 
where only part of the bones are intact. 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Bisna, 
says in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: When the verse 

states: “Whoever touches them when they are dead shall be impure” 
(Leviticus 11:31), one might have thought that creeping animals 

transmit impurity only if one comes into contact with all of them, 
i.e, with creeping animals that are completely intact. Therefore, the 

verse states: “And upon whatever any of them falls when they are 

dead shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:32), indicating that even a part 

of them transmits impurity. 


If the halakha is derived from the term “of them,” one might have 
thought that even contact with a part of them transmits impurity. 
Therefore, the verse states: “Whoever touches them.” How can 
these texts be reconciled? Here, where the verse teaches that only 
the complete carcass of a creeping animal transmits impurity, it is 
referring to a burnt creeping animal." There, where the verse indi- 
cates that even a part of them transmits impurity, it is referring to 
the carcass of a creeping animal that is not burnt. 


Here it is referring to a burnt creeping animal, etc. - Wa {x3 
^3: Although Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Bisna, earlier inter- 
preted these verses in a different manner, as referring to moist 
and dry creatures, this is not a contradiction. The reason is that 


NOTES 


animal is equivalent to a dry one, and the halakha in both cases 
is derived from the word “them.” Likewise, an animal that is not 
burnt and one that is moist are the same, and both of these are 
derived from the term “of them” (Rashba). 


these two expositions are one and the same, as a burnt creeping 


rom the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Mehoza - tim: Mehoza was a large city on the banks of 
the Tigris River. It served as a major center of commerce, 
but the Jewish inhabitants’ great wealth corrupted them. 
Rava, who was the head of the yeshiva in Mehoza, sharply 
criticized the traits of the inhabitants of the city when he 
taught them and was often able to point out the cor- 
ruption in the city, due to his close familiarity with the 
goings-on there. 


Location of Mehoza 


HALAKHA 


A creeping animal that was burned but its skeleton 
is intact — nap sshwy ywaw yw: With regard to the 
carcass of a creeping animal that was burned but its 
skeleton is intact, as its entire structure remains intact 
it transmits ritual impurity. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Reish Lakish. The Rambam notes: It 
would seem to me that this impurity applies by rabbinic 
law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 
4:12 and Kesef Mishne there). 


A burnt creeping animal was found on top of a pile 
of olives and likewise the tattered rag of a zava - yw 
xman rede 12) oor vas by qaw: With regard to a 
burnt creeping animal that was found on top of food, and 
likewise an impure, worn-out rag of a zav that was found 
among vessels, the food is ritually pure whether it is in 
the public or in the private domain. One does not need 
to be concerned that the creeping animal was burned 
after it touched the food, or that the rag came into contact 
with the other vessels before it wore out and became 
pure, as it is presumed that all ritually impure items had 
already been in the same state they were in at the time 
they were found (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar 
Avot HaTumot 15:10). 
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HALAKHA 


How much time is their soaking in lukewarm 
water — prwida nw KT maa: The ziva and saliva 
of a zav transmit impurity only when they are moist, 
but not when they are dry. To what extent is this the 
case? If one could soak them for a twenty-four-hour 
period to restore them to their previous state, they 
ransmit impurity provided the water is lukewarm at 
he beginning of the soaking, even if it is not luke- 
warm at the end. This halakha is in accordance with 
he opinion of Yehuda ben Nekosa and is learned 
by tradition (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 2:1). 


The carcass of a creeping animal that was found in 
an alleyway — ‘12723 Kyn YW: The carcass of a 
creeping animal that was found in an alleyway trans- 
mits ritual impurity retroactively, from the time about 
which one would state before the court: | examined 
this alleyway on such-and-such a day and there was 
no creeping animal in it. Even in a case where one 
swept the alleyway, if he neglected to examine it, the 
creeping animal transmits ritual impurity retroactively, 
from before the time of sweeping. This is the halakha 
only if the creeping animal was found dry; if it was 
found moist it transmits impurity retroactively only 
from when it could have died and still been moist 
when it was found. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as explained by Rabbi 
Elazar in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She‘ar Avot HaTumot 18:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Alleyway — *1212: The alleyway mentioned in the Tal- 
mud refers to one that is open to the public domain, 
and whose walls are those of courtyards or houses 
that open up to the alleyway. An open alleyway 
is one that leads to a public domain at both ends. 
Although it is widely used as a passageway between 
main streets, it itself is too narrow to serve as a public 
thoroughfare and is therefore not considered a public 
domain. An enclosed alleyway refers to one that is 
closed with a wall on one end and whose open end 
leads to the public domain. 


392 
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§ The mishna teaches that the ziva of a zav, the mucus and saliva of 
a zav, the carcass of a creeping animal, an animal carcass, and semen 
all transmit impurity when they are moist, but they do not transmit 
impurity when they are dry. The Gemara cites the sources for these 
halakhot: The ziva of a zav transmits impurity only when moist, as it 
is written: “His flesh runs with his issue” (Leviticus 15:3), which is 
referring to a moist discharge. His phlegm and his mucus and his 
saliva likewise transmit impurity only when moist, as it is written: 


“And if one who has an issue spits” (Leviticus 15:8), whichis referring 


to a substance that is like saliva, which is moist. 


The carcass of a creeping animal transmits impurity only when moist, 

as the Merciful One states: “Whoever touches them when they are 
dead shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:31). This indicates that they trans- 
mit impurity when they are in a state similar to their state at the time 
of death, when creatures are still moist. Semen transmits impurity 
only when moist, as it must be fit to inseminate. An animal carcass 
transmits impurity only when moist, as it is written: “And if any 
animal of which you may eat dies, he who touches its carcass shall be 
impure until the evening” (Leviticus 11:39), which teaches that the 
carcass transmits impurity when it is in a state similar to its state at 
the time of death. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one could soak those dry substances in 
water and restore them to their previous state they would transmit 
impurity both when moist and when dry. The mishna further teaches 
that this is referring to soaking them in lukewarm water for a twenty- 
four-hour period. Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: Does the mishna 
mean that the soaking must be performed in lukewarm water from 
the beginning of the soaking until its end, or perhaps it is sufficient 
if the water is lukewarm at the beginning of the soaking, even if at 
the end of the soaking the water is not lukewarm? 


The Gemara explains: Come and hear, as it is taught in a baraita: 
How much time is their soaking in lukewarm water?" Yehuda ben 
Nekosa’ says: This is referring to a twenty-four-hour period, and it 
is sufficient if the water is lukewarm at its beginning, even if itis not 
lukewarm at its end. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The water 
must be lukewarm for the entire twenty-four-hour period. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to the flesh 
of a corpse that is dry and cannot be soaked to restore it to its previ- 
ous state, it is ritually pure. Shmuel says: It is pure from transmitting 
impurity by the amount of an olive-bulk, but if there is a ladleful of 
the flesh it transmits the impurity of the decayed flesh of a corpse. 
This is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to the 
flesh of a corpse that dried up and cannot be soaked and restored 
to its previous state, it is ritually pure from transmitting impurity 
by the amount of an olive-bulk, but it is impure with the impurity 
of the decayed flesh of a corpse. 


f ing animal th 
MISHNA e carcass of a creeping animal t at was 


found in an alleyway™® renders pure items 
impure retroactively. All items that passed through that alleyway 
from the time about which one may state: I examined this alleyway 
and there was no carcass of a creeping animal in it, or from the time 
of the sweeping of the alleyway, are impure. 


Yehuda ben Nekosa — xpip3 72 7717»: Rabbi Yehuda ben Nekosa, 
who is sometimes referred to without his title, lived in the genera- 
tion of his apparently older peer, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Like many 
Sages of his generation, he studied under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
tutelage. Nevertheless, Yehuda ben Nekosa transmitted Torah in 


PERSONALITIES 


who were apparently his primary teachers. The statements of 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Nekosa are cited in both the Jerusalem Talmud 
and the Babylonian Talmud. The Midrash relates that he argued 
with the heretics of his day and was victorious in his debates 
with them. 


the name of other Sages who lived in the previous generation, 
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And likewise, a blood stain that was discovered on the robe’ of a 
woman renders her impure retroactively. Any pure items that she 
handled from the time about which one may state: I examined 
this robe and there was no blood stain on it, or from the time of 
the laundering of the robe, are impure. 


And the carcass of a creeping animal or a blood stain renders 
items impure retroactively whether they are still moist or are 
already dried out. Rabbi Shimon says: The dry one renders items 
impure retroactively, but the moist one does not render items 
impure from the aforementioned times, but only from such a 
time that it could still be moist from then up to the moment it 
was discovered. 


@ E M ARA With regard to the case of the carcass of a 


creeping animal that was found in an alley- 
way, a dilemma was raised before the Sages: The mishna teaches 
that any pure items that passed through that alleyway from the time 
of the sweeping of the alleyway are impure. Does this mean that 
once the alleyway is swept its presumptive status is that it has been 
examined, as it is examined during the sweeping and any impure 
item would have been discovered, and therefore any pure items that 
passed through the alleyway beforehand remain pure? Or perhaps 
the mishna means that once the alleyway is swept its presumptive 
status is that it has been entirely swept, and therefore any creeping 
animal would have been removed by the sweeping. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the practical difference that arises 
from this dilemma? The Gemara answers: There is a difference in 
a case where the one who swept the alleyway said he swept it but 
did not examine it. If you say that items that were present in the 
alleyway before it was swept remain pure because the presumptive 
status of a swept alleyway is that it has been examined, in this case 
the man explicitly said that he did not examine it, so it does not 
have this presumptive status. By contrast, if you say that the items 
remain pure because the presumptive status of the alleyway is that 
it has been completely swept, in this case too it has been swept, 
and therefore the items that were present earlier remain pure. 


Alternatively, there is a difference between these explanations in a 
case where the creeping animal was found in a hole in the ground. 
If you say the presumptive status of a swept alleyway is that it has 
been examined, it is clear that one who examines the alleyway also 
examines any holes, and any items that were in the alleyway before- 
hand should remain pure. By contrast, if you say its presumptive 
status is that it has been completely swept, this applies only to 
items that are on the ground, whereas a hole is not considered to 
have been swept. Consequently, even items that passed through 
the alleyway before it was swept should be deemed impure. 


The mishna teaches: And likewise, a blood stain that was discov- 
ered on the robe of a woman renders her impure retroactively. With 
regard to this halakha as well a dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: The mishna states that any pure items the woman handled 
from the time of laundering are impure. Does this mean that once 
the robe has been laundered its presumptive status is that it has 
been examined, as when it is laundered it is examined thoroughly, 
and any blood stain would have been discovered? Or perhaps the 
mishna means that its presumptive status is that it is thoroughly 
laundered, and any blood stain would have been removed by 
the laundering. 


BACKGROUND 


Robe [haluk] - pon: A haluk is a garment whose upper 
half is divided [mehulak] into two. The upper part of the 
garment, which is tied together with lacing, is called 
the key of the robe. 


Robe 
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HALAKHA 


The appearance of a stain after the laundering is not 
similar to the appearance...before the laundering — 
D237 ysbw..praa7 KY o> mit ivg: In a case of 
a woman who wore a robe while she was menstruating 
and it was laundered, and she subsequently wore it again 
when she was ritually pure without examining it, if it was 
laundered by a Jewish woman who is not present and 
one can ask her, she is presumed to have examined it 
when laundering and therefore it cannot be assumed 
that the blood stain was from when the owner of the 
robe was menstruating. If the woman who laundered 
it is present and says that she did not examine the robe, 
its owner may presume that the blood stain was there 
beforehand and was not removed by the laundering. 
The same applies if it was laundered by a Canaanite 
maidservant or a gentile woman, even if they are not 
present, as they are not presumed to have examined it 
when laundering. In a case where the owner knows how 
to discern between different types of blood stains, if the 
stain passes through the robe it was evidently present 
before laundering, and if it remains hard on the outside, it 
came after laundering. If she is not expert in this examina- 
tion she must be stringent. It should be noted that the 
Shulhan Arukh follows a different interpretation of the 
terms makdir and maglid than Rashi. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:46, and see 47). 


LANGUAGE 


Penetrates [makdir] - 113: The basic meaning of this 
root is unclear. Some explain that kadar refers to a hole 
that has been bored [nekev], or to a deep insertion. Oth- 
ers claim it belongs to the category of roots that can 
have opposite meanings, and therefore kadar can mean 
shine as well as darkness. Alternatively, it means to heat 
or boil, which leads to the common term kedeira, a pot 
used for cooking. 


Forms a crust [maglid] - whan: The root gimmel, lamed, 
dalet has several meanings, first and foremost of which 
is a description of the skin covering human flesh, as in 
the verse: “| have sewed sackcloth on my skin [gildi] and 
have laid my horn in the dust” (Job 16:15). From this, its 
meaning has extended to refer to any substance that 
hardens as amembrane. Accordingly, part of the healing 
process of a wound on the human body is called hagla- 
dato, which refers to the scab that covers it. 


NOTES 


This stain penetrates [makdir] the garment and that 
stain forms a crust [maglid] - Th mm vapa m: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi does not clarify which of the types o 
blood stain is which. Furthermore, the terms makdir and 
maglid are left unexplained. Rashi states that makdir 
refers to a blood stain that was caused after laundering, 
and it means the stain penetrated the garment, whereas 
maglid refers to a blood stain that was on the garmen 
before laundering, which hardens over the outside of the 
garment. Others maintain that makdir means the blood 
stain darkens, which occurs after laundering. Yet others 
explain that makdir means only a thin blood stain is vis- 
ible in the material of the garment, and this indicates tha 
the stain was already laundered, whereas maglid means 
a thicker blood stain is visible above the fabric, which 
indicates that the staining occurred after the laundering 
(Ramban; Rashba). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference that arises from 
this dilemma? The Gemara replies: There is a difference in a case 
where the person who laundered the robe said he laundered it but 
did not examine it. If you say its presumptive status is that it has 
been examined, in this case the man explicitly said that he did not 
examine the robe, so it does not have this presumptive status. By 
contrast, if you say its presumptive status is that it is thoroughly 
laundered, in this case too it has been laundered. 


Alternatively, there is a difference between these explanations in a 
case where the blood stain was found on the side of the robe, in an 
area where there are folds and stitches. If you say its presumptive 
status is that it has been examined, it is clear that one who exam- 
ines the robe also examines the side of the robe, and therefore any 
items that the woman handled before the robe was laundered should 
remain pure. By contrast, if you say its presumptive status is that 
it is thoroughly laundered, this applies only to the main part of 
the robe, but on its side it is not laundered thoroughly enough to 
remove a blood stain. 


What is the halakha with regard to these two dilemmas? Come and 
hear, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir says: For what 
reason did the Sages say that the carcass of a creeping animal that 
was found in an alleyway renders pure items impure retroactively 
from the time about which one may state: I examined this alley- 
way and there was no creeping animal in it, or from the time of 
the sweeping of the alleyway? It is due to the fact that there is a 
presumption with regard to Jewish people that they examine their 
alleyways at the time of their sweeping. And therefore, if they did 
not examine the alleyway they retroactively lose the purity of any 
items that were there from the last time it was examined. 


And similarly, for what reason did the Sages say that a blood stain 
that was found on the robe of a woman renders her impure retro- 
actively from the time about which one may state: I examined the 
robe and there was no blood stain on it, or from the time of the 
laundering of the robe? It is due to the fact that there is a presump- 
tion with regard to the Jewish women that they examine their 
robes at the time of their laundering. And therefore, if they did 
not examine the robe they retroactively lose the purity of any items 
they handled since it was last examined. 


Rabbi Aha says: Even in a case where the robe was not examined 
when it was laundered and a blood stain was subsequently found on 
it, and it is unknown whether the stain was present before the laun- 
dering, there is a remedy to the dilemma: Let her launder it again. 
If the appearance of the blood stain changes as a result of this 
laundering it is known that the robe became stained after the previ- 
ous laundering, which is why the present laundering affected its 
appearance. Consequently, those pure items that the woman han- 
dled before the earlier laundering remain pure. And if the blood 
stain’s appearance does not change due to the second laundering 
it is known that the robe became stained before the previous 
laundering, and therefore the items that she handled before the 
laundering are impure. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: One can differentiate between a blood 
stain that was on the robe before it was laundered and one that 
stained the robe afterward by inspecting the stain itself. This is 
because the appearance ofa blood stain after the laundering is not 
similar to the appearance of a blood stain before the laundering," 
as this stain, from after the laundering, penetrates [makdir]' the 
garment, and that stain, from before the laundering, forms a crust 
[maglid]"" that can be scraped off the robe. With regard to the 
Gemara’s dilemma, one may conclude from Rabbi Meir’s statement 
that the presumptive status of a swept alleyway or a laundered 
robe is that it has been examined. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, 
conclude from it that this is so. 
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Q The mishna teaches: And the carcass of a creeping animal or a 
blood stain renders items impure retroactively whether they are 
still moist or are already dried out. Rabbi Shimon says: The dry one 
renders items impure retroactively, whereas the moist one does not 
render items impure since the aforementioned times, but only from 
such a time that it could still be moist from then up to the moment 
it was discovered. With regard to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
Rabbi Elazar says: The mishna taught this halakha only with regard 
to the carcass of a creeping animal, but Rabbi Shimon concedes 
that a moist blood stain also renders the woman impure retroac- 
tively" from the time that the robe was examined. This is because 
one can say the blood stain was dry beforehand and water fell upon 
it, causing it to become moist. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the moist carcass of a creeping 
animal as well, one can say it was dried out beforehand and water 
fell on it. It should therefore render items impure retroactively from 
the time that the alleyway was swept. The Gemara answers: If it is 
so, that this is what occurred, the dead creeping animal would be 
sundered apart and would not have its current appearance. 


MI S HN A Any blood stains on garments that come 


from the town of Rekem? are ritually pure, 
as most of the residents there are gentiles, and the blood stains of 
gentile women are not ritually impure. Rabbi Yehuda deems those 
stains impure because in his opinion the residents of Rekem are 
not gentiles; rather, they are converts whose halakhic status is that 
of Jews, but they are misguided and do not put away their blood- 
stained garments. The blood stains on garments that come from 
among the gentiles" are ritually pure. With regard to blood stains 
on garments that come from among the Jews and from among the 
Samaritans,” Rabbi Meir deems them impure, as they may have 
come from the Jews. And the Rabbis deem them ritually pure due 
to the fact that Jews are not suspected of failing to put away their 
garments on which there are blood stains. 


BACKGROUND 


Rekem - Dp): The location of Rekem is not entirely clear from 
the sources, as it is mentioned infrequently. Nevertheless, most 
Aramaic translations of the Torah render Kadesh Barnea (see, e.g., 
Deuteronomy 1:2) as Rekem. If so, it is a city in the southeast- 
ern part of Eretz Yisrael, near the ancient Nabatean site of Petra. 
Apparently, after this area was conquered by the Hasmoneans and 
its inhabitants converted to Judaism it became a place of Jewish 
settlement. It can therefore be used as a marker of the southern 
border of Eretz Yisrael. 


Samaritans [Kutim] - amid: The name Kutim refers to the mem- 
bers of the nations, only some of whom were actually from Kuta, 
who were brought to Eretz Yisrael by the Assyrian kings to replace 
the Jews exiled from there. These gentiles settled in Samaria and 
are therefore also known as Samaritans. It is related in 1! Kings, 
chapter 17, that they accepted upon themselves some of the 
strictures of Judaism only out of fear of lions that were attacking 
them. For this reason some of the Sages maintained their con- 
version was invalid and therefore their halakhic status is that of 
gentiles. Apparently, they also did not entirely abandon idolatry. 
At the beginning of the Second Temple era, when the Jews 
returned from Babylonia, relations with the Samaritans and their 
allies deteriorated. The Samaritans attempted to prevent and 
undermine the construction of the Temple and the wall of Jeru- 
salem by a host of means, including informing on the Jews to the 
Persian government and even taking military action. During this 
period there was also assimilation and intermarriage between 
Jews and Samaritans. Later, the Samaritans established a center 
of worship on Mount Gerizim, as they claimed that the sanctity of 


that mountain was established in the Torah. Over time, attitudes 
toward the Samaritans fluctuated: There were periods when deep 
feelings of hatred separated Samaritans and Jews. Yohanan Hyrca- 
nus even waged war against Samaria and destroyed their temple 
on Mount Gerizim. In other eras there was some measure of 
cooperation between the two communities, such as during the 
bar Kokheva revolt. 

The Sages initially disagreed over the halakhic status of the 
Samaritans and the validity of their conversion. Ultimately, the 
opinion prevailed that halakhically the Samaritans are gentiles, 
especially after it was discovered that they persisted in various 
idolatrous practices, which was partly due to Greek and Roman 
influences. 


Mount Gerizim 


J 


A moist stain also renders her impure retroactively — 
voy Kavan nb ana: Ifa woman sees a blood stain 
on her body she is impure retroactively from her last 
examination. Similarly, if a blood stain is found on the 
garment of a woman it is impure retroactively from the 
time about which she can say: | examined this robe and 
there was no blood stain on it. Even in a case where she 
laundered the robe, if she did not examine it then the 
robe is impure retroactively from the most recent exami- 
nation. Furthermore, even if the blood stain was moist 
when found, it transmits ritual impurity retroactively 
from the moment of the examination of the robe, as 
it is assumed the stain was present from that moment 
onward and is moist now because water fell on it, as 
stated by Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:7). 


The stains on garments that come from among the 
gentiles — Dian pan pan: Blood stains on garments 
that come from among the gentiles have the presump- 
tive status of ritual purity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:10). 
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BACKGROUND 
Tarmod - “inya: The city of Tarmod, or Tadmor, known 
in English as Palmyra, is located in an oasis in the Syrian 
desert. Tadmor is an ancient city whose name dates 
back thousands of years. In the Bible the city is also 
called Tamar, meaning palm. For many generations 
Tadmor was an important center of commerce and 
served as a crossroads for different trading routes 
across Syria, Arabia, and Babylonia. 

The Bible relates that King Solomon built and forti- 
fied Tadmor (see | Kings 9:18-19; 11 Chronicles 8:4). This is 
the source for the claim that Solomon’s bond servants 
lived there, as well as the reason for the Jewish influ- 
ence on the city’s religion and culture. 

The kingdom of Tadmor grew powerful in the 
middle of the third century CE, as its ruler, Odaenathus, 
called Papa bar Nasser in the Gemara, established Tad- 
mor as a great power under Roman patronage, along 
with his wife, Zenobia. Papa bar Nasser destroyed the 
city of Neharde’a, and his wife even reigned over Eretz 
Yisrael. Apparently, the Jews opposed these rulers and 
treated them with hostility and contempt. In the year 
273 CE the Roman emperor Aurelian conquered Tad- 
mor, and from that point onward its influence waned 
considerably. Nevertheless, although it has been con- 
quered and partially destroyed several times, certain 
parts of the city remain standing to this day. 


Ruins of ancient temple in Palmyra 
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G E M A RA The mishna categorically teaches that any 


blood stains on garments that come from 
among the gentiles are ritually pure, thereby indicating that this 
applies even to garments that come from among the gentile popula- 
tion of Tarmod.’ Rabbi Yohanan says: That is to say, one may 
accept converts from Tarmod, i.e., there is no concern with regard 
to whether they are actually Jews of flawed lineage, who may not 
marry Jews of fit lineage. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But aren't there Rabbi Yohanan and 
the Elders who both say that one may not accept converts from 
Tarmod? This is due to a concern that the daughters of the ten tribes 
exiled during the First Temple period might have intermingled with 
them, and according to Rabbi Yohanan the offspring of a Jewish 
woman and a gentile is a mamzer, who may not marry a Jew of 
fit lineage. 


And if you would say that Rabbi Yohanan merely infers that this is 
the opinion of the mishna, as indicated by the term: That is to say, 
but he himself does not hold accordingly, that is not so. Didn’t 
Rabbi Yohanan say a principle that the halakha is in accordance 
with the ruling of an unattributed mishna, as is the case here? 


The Gemara answers: They are amora’im, and they disagree with 
regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. According to one amora, 
Rabbi Yohanan maintains that converts from Tarmod are not 
accepted, and he did not state that it is a principle that the halakha 
is in accordance with the ruling of an unattributed mishna. Accord- 
ing to another amora, Rabbi Yohanan holds that the halakha is in 
accordance with the unattributed mishna, and therefore one may 
accept converts from Tarmod. 


§ The mishna teaches with regard to blood stains on garments that 
come from among the Jews and from among the Samaritans that 
Rabbi Meir deems them impure, and the Rabbis deem them ritually 
pure. The Gemara asks: But with regard to the opinion of the Rab- 
bis, if they deem stains that come from a Jewish woman pure, 
whose stains do they deem impure? 


The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and this is what it 
is teaching: Everyone agrees that blood stains on garments that 
come from among the Jews are impure. With regard to blood 
stains that come from among the Samaritans, Rabbi Meir deems 
them impure, as he maintains the Samaritans are true converts 
and have the halakhic status of Jews, whose blood stains are impure. 
And the Rabbis deem them ritually pure, as they maintain the 
Samaritans are converts who converted under duress due to the 
threat posed by lions, and therefore their conversion is void, and 
their halakhic status is that of gentiles. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why does the mishna state that according 
to the Rabbis the blood stains of the Samaritans are ritually pure 
due to the fact that they are not suspected of failing to put away 
their garments on which there are blood stains? The mishna should 
state that their blood stains are pure, as they are converts who 
converted due to the threat of lions. 


Rather, this is what the mishna is saying: Blood stains on garments 
that come from among the Jews and from among the Samaritans 
are ritually impure, as everyone agrees the Samaritans are true 
converts. With regard to blood stains that are found in the towns 
of Jews," they are pure, as they are not suspected of failing to put 
away their garments on which there are blood stains, and they 
certainly put them away. Therefore, the stains necessarily come 
from gentiles. 


HALAKHA 


Stains that are found in towns of Jews — Dyw 1wa pya: garments on which there are blood stains (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Blood stains found in cities of Jews have the presumptive statusof Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:10). 
ritual purity, as they are not suspected of failing to put away their 
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The Gemara continues paraphrasing the mishna: With regard to 
blood stains that are found in the towns of Samaritans, Rabbi Meir 
deems them impure, as the inhabitants are suspected of failing to 
put away their garments on which there are blood stains. And the 
Rabbis deem them pure, as they maintain that even Samaritans are 
not suspected of failing to put away their garments on which there 
are blood stains, and the stains are necessarily from gentiles. 


MISTIN A iangan arare na 


anywhere" where Jews and gentiles reside 
are ritually pure, since they must not belong to Jews, who put away 
their stained garments. This is the halakha except for the stained 
garments that are found in the inner rooms of the house, as these 
might be garments that the Jews put away there; and except for the 
stained garments found in proximity to the house of impurity, 
i.e., the room that women used when they were impure due to 
menstruation. 


The house of impurity of Samaritans imparts the impurity that is 
imparted by a corpse by means of a tent,” due to the fact that they 
bury the stillborn children there. Rabbi Yehuda says: The house 
of impurity of Samaritans does not impart that impurity, as they 
would not bury a stillborn child there. Rather, they would cast it 
outside and an animal would drag it away. 


Samaritans are deemed credible to state: We buried the stillborn 
children there, in a certain place, and it transmits ritual impurity; or 
to state: We did not bury the stillborn children there, and it does 
not transmit ritual impurity. They are likewise deemed credible to 
state about an animal whether it previously gave birth or whether 
it did not previously give birth; and their testimony is accepted 
with regard to determining whether the animal's offspring has the 
status of a firstborn animal,’ which is sacred. They are also deemed 
credible to testify about the marking of graves, i.e., that where they 
marked is deemed a grave and where they did not mark is deemed 
a place where there is no grave. 


But with regard to the following cases, in which the exact location 
of a grave is unknown, the Samaritans are not deemed credible 
to testify: They are not deemed credible to testify about the over- 
hanging boughs, nor about the protrusions" that jut out of stone 
fences and cover the ground. If it is unknown which bough or pro- 
trusion hangs over a grave, forming a tent that transmits the impurity 
of a corpse, and if a Samaritan testifies that the grave is not beneath 
a particular bough or protrusion his testimony is not accepted. 
And likewise they are not deemed credible to testify about a beit 
haperas.*' The Sages issued a decree that in such a case, the area that 
was plowed is impure as far as one hundred cubits from the original 
grave, due to the concern that the bones were dispersed by the plow. 


This is the principle governing the credibility of Samaritans: In 
the case of any matter of halakha that they are suspected of not 
fulfilling, they are not deemed credible to testify about it. 


NOTES 


Overhanging boughs...protrusions - niy...ni33p: The com- beneath them. Others explain that there is certainly a corpse bur- 


mentaries dispute the meaning of these concepts. Rashi maintains 
it is referring to trees or walls adjacent to a cemetery where there 


ied underneath the branch or protrusion from the wall, but there 
is doubt as to the precise location of the corpse. 


is a concern that a corpse or part of a corpse might be buried 


LANGUAGE 


Beit haperas - D87 Ma: Opinions are divided as to the origin of 
this term. Rashi and Josafot explain that the word peras means 
broken, as the field became impure when it was plowed and the 
bones were broken and scattered about. The Rambam apparently 


impurity spreads over the entire area. Some contend it is derived 
from the Greek xãpoç, paros, meaning before, in the sense of both 
time and place. Finally, there are those who claim that it is from the 
Greek dstopos, aporos, which means without passage. 


understands the term in the sense of spreading, perisa, as the 


HALAKHA 


All stains on garments that are found anywhere — 
Dipa baa Dya oana bz: Blood stains on gar- 
ments that are found anywhere are ritually pure, 
except for the stained garments found in inner rooms 
in the house and those found proximate to the house 
of impurity. These are considered ritually impure due 
to uncertainty (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:10). 


BACKGROUND 


Imparts the impurity that is imparted by a corpse 
by means of a tent - Oates pxavi: The halakhot 
of the impurity imparted by a corpse, including that 
imparted by a tent covering a corpse, are cited in 
great detail in tractate Oholot. The essential halakhot 
of a tent over a corpse appear in the Torah (Numbers, 
chapter 19). The Sages derived from the verses that 
any structure that has a cavity of at least one cubic 
handbreadth in volume and contains a corpse or part 
of a corpse, e.g, its flesh, bones, or limbs, becomes 
a tent over a corpse. Any person or item subject to 
itual impurity that enters the structure becomes ritu- 
ally impure and becomes a primary source of ritual 
impurity, i.e., imparts ritual impurity to other people 
and items. 


= 


Firstborn animal - 7124: A male firstborn calf, lamb, 
or kid belonging to a Jew is sanctified from birth and 
must be given to a priest to be sacrificed on the altar 
in the Temple (see Numbers 18:17-18). If a firstborn 
animal develops a physical blemish that disqualifies it 
from being sacrificed as an offering, it is slaughtered 
and eaten like any other non-sacred kosher animal. 
It is prohibited to intentionally inflict a disqualifying 
blemish on a firstborn animal. A firstborn animal may 
not be used for any mundane purpose, e.g., for work 
or for its fleece, even if it is blemished. The halakhot of 
a firstborn animal are detailed in tractate Bekhorot. 


Beit haperas — D187 Ma: A beit haperas is a place that 
the Sages decreed ritually impure, as though it were 
a cemetery. There are three cases that are defined as a 
beit haperas: The first type is a field known to contain 
a grave but the location of the grave within the field 
in unknown. Therefore, the concern is that the grave 
might be located in any part of the field (Tosafot). The 
second type is a field in which a grave was plowed 
over, and there is a concern that the bones might have 
been scattered throughout an area the size of a one- 
hundred-cubit furrow, as will be explained (Oholot 
17:1; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 10:1). The 
third kind is a field in which people would eulogize 
the dead. It is considered a beit haperas because part 
of a corpse might have fallen there (Oholot 18:2-4). 
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NOTES 


What did they interpret — W177 N: It is unclear to which of 
the rulings of the mishna this is referring. According to Rashi, 
the reference is to Rabbi Yehuda's statement that Samaritans 
would not bury their stillborn children. Others explain that 
the Gemara is referring to the opinion of the Rabbis that 
Samaritans bury their stillborn children outside the cemetery 
(Rambam; Meiri). 


You shall not remove your fellow’s boundary marker 
which was bounded by the first ones in your inheritance - 
qma ovx as wg W12 ven x5: This main part 
of this exposition appears in the Sifrei, which interprets this 
verse as referring to one who sells his ancestors’ graves (Rashi). 
An ancestral burial ground is a designated bounded area 
inherited from “the first ones.’ The Samaritans extended this 
concept and inferred that the mitzva of burial applies only to 
those who are candidates to inherit, which excludes stillborn 
children. The commentaries dispute whether this exposition 
is valid, notwithstanding the fact that it is the Samaritans’ 
interpretation. Some authorities reject it and rule that it is 
an obligation to bury stillborn children (Magen Avraham; 
Responsa of the Radbaz). Others claim that the exposition 
is correct, and there is no obligation by Torah law to bury 
stillborn children, although by rabbinic law one must do so 
(Ha‘amek Davar; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 526:10; Haggahot 
Maimoniyyot). The Hazon Ish is of this opinion, and adds that 
the Samaritans did not invent this exposition but received it 
as a tradition. 


Where a priest is standing there - ow ‘iy jtDa: The 
Gemara must be referring to a Samaritan who is a priest, as 
otherwise there would be no reason to rely on the state- 
ment of the Samaritan that the place is pure (Rashi). This 
is problematic: How can a Samaritan be a priest, as priests 
must be descendants of Aaron, whereas Samaritans were 
converts? Some explain that the Gemara is speaking of those 
individuals appointed by the Samaritans to serve as their 
priests, who observe the halakhot of actual priests (Responsa 
of the Rashba). 
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È E M A The mishna teaches that the Samaritans 

do not observe burial customs for still- 
born children. The Gemara asks: What verse did they interpret" 
as a source for this practice? The Gemara replies that they inter- 
preted the verse: “You shall not remove your fellow’s boundary 
marker, which was bounded by the first ones, in your inheri- 
tance" that you shall inherit, in the land that the Lord your God 
gives you to possess it” (Deuteronomy 19:14). 


The Gemara explains: The Sages derived from this verse that it is 
prohibited to sell one’s ancestral burial ground. In accordance 
with this interpretation of the verse, the Samaritans derived that 
any individual who has an inheritance, i.e., who stands to inherit 
land, has a boundary, i.e., a burial place, whereas any individual 
who does not have an inheritance in the land, e.g. a stillborn 
child, does not have a boundary, i.e., a burial place. The Samari- 


tans therefore concluded that the mitzva of burial does not apply 
to stillborn children. 


The mishna teaches that Samaritans are deemed credible to 
state: We buried the stillborn children in a certain place, or to 
state that they did not bury the stillborn children there, and that 
place does not transmit ritual impurity. The Gemara objects: But 
the Samaritans do not accept the Sages’ interpretation of the 
verse: “And you shall not put a stumbling block before the 
blind” (Leviticus 19:14), that one may not cause another to sin. 
Since they are not concerned about misleading others, why is 
their testimony accepted? Rabbi Abbahu says: The mishna is 
referring to a case where a Samaritan priest is standing there," 
on that spot, which indicates that he genuinely maintains it is not 
impure with the impurity of a corpse. 


The Gemara objects: But perhaps he is an impure priest and 
therefore he does not refrain from standing in an impure place. 
The Gemara explains: The mishna is referring to a situation 
where the priest is holding teruma in his hand, which indicates 
he is ritually pure. The Gemara further objects: But perhaps it is 
impure teruma. The Gemara explains: The mishna is referring 
to a case where the priest is partaking of the teruma, which 
indicates that it is not impure, as it is prohibited to consume 
impure teruma. 


The Gemara asks: If so, i.e., if this is the circumstance, it is obvious 

that the Samaritan priest’s testimony can be accepted. Then what 

is the purpose of stating this halakha? The Gemara answers: The 

ruling of the mishna is necessary, lest you say that the Samaritans 

are not knowledgeable with regard to the stages of the forma- 
tion of an embryo, and they might bury a fetus believing that it 
is an unformed fetus that does not transmit impurity, when it is 

actually a forty-day-old fetus, which is impure. Therefore, the 

mishna teaches us that they are sufficiently knowledgeable, and 

their testimony is accepted. 


The mishna teaches that the Samaritans are deemed credible to 
state with regard to an animal that it previously gave birth, and 
its subsequent offspring does not have the sacred status of a first- 
born animal. The Gemara objects: But the Samaritans do not 
accept the Sages’ interpretation of the verse: “And you shall not 
put a stumbling block before the blind,” that one may not cause 
another to sin. Why, then, is their testimony accepted? Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: The mishna is 
referring to a case where the Samaritan is shearing and working 
the offspring of the animal. Since the Samaritans are meticulous 
with regard to Torah law, it is evident that it is not a firstborn. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, i.e., if this is the circumstance, what is the 
purpose of stating this halakha? The Gemara answers: The ruling of 
the mishna is necessary, lest you say that the Samaritans are not 
knowledgeable with regard to a murky discharge emitted from the 
uterus, which is indicative of a fetus and exempts subsequent births 
from the mitzva of the firstborn (see Bekhorot 21a). It is possible that 
the Samaritan mistakenly believes the animal previously emitted a 
murky discharge and therefore its offspring is not a firstborn. There- 
fore, the mishna teaches us that they are sufficiently knowledgeable, 
and their testimony is accepted. 


The mishna further teaches that the Samaritans are deemed credible 
to testify with regard to the marking of graves, as the Samaritans 
mark their graves, and we rely on their marking as an indication that 
a corpse is buried there. Therefore, any place where there is no mark- 
ing is considered ritually pure. The Gemara explains: Even though 
the marking of graves is required only by rabbinic law, and Samari- 
tans generally do not observe rabbinic law, since it is written in the 
Bible, the Samaritans are meticulous with regard to it, as it is writ- 
ten: “And those that pass through shall pass through the land, and 
when one sees a human bone he shall set up a marking by it, until 
the buriers have buried it in the valley of Hamon-gog” (Ezekiel 39:15). 


The mishna teaches: But with regard to the following cases in which 
the exact location of a grave is unknown, the Samaritans are not 
deemed credible to testify: They are not deemed credible to testify 
about overhanging boughs, nor about the protrusions that jut out 
of stone fences. The Gemara explains these terms: The term over- 
hanging boughs should be understood as we learned in a mishna 
(Oholot 8:2): These are overhanging boughs: A tree that hangs over 
the ground. The term protrusions should be understood as we 
learned in the Tosefta (Oholot 9:4): Protruding stones that jut out 
of a fence. 


§ The mishna teaches that the Samaritans are not deemed credible 
to testify about a beit haperas. With regard to a beit haperas, Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav Shmuel says: The reason the Sages deemed a 
beit haperas impure is due to the concern that the bones, but not the 
flesh of the corpse, were dispersed by the plow throughout the field. 
The halakha is that a bone transmits impurity by carrying or by con- 
tact, ifit is at least the size of a barley grain, but it does not transmit 
impurity by means ofa tent. Therefore, ifa person is carrying ritually 
pure items, or if he wishes to remain ritually pure so that he may 
consume consecrated items, and yet he must pass through a beit 
haperas, he may blow on the earth of the beit haperas before each 
step, so that if there is a bone beneath the dust he will expose it and 
avoid it. And in this manner he may walk across the area" while 
remaining ritually pure, even though he might step over a bone. 


Rav Yehuda bar Ami says in the name of Rav Yehuda: A beit 
haperas that has been trodden underfoot by many people is pure, 
as it may be assumed that any bone fragments at least as large as a 
barley grain that were on the surface were either broken or removed. 
And it was taught in a baraita: In the case of one who plows a grave- 
yard, this individual thereby renders it a beit haperas. And to what 
extent" does he render it a beit haperas, i.e., how far does the concern 
apply that bones might have been dispersed? The field is rendered a 
beit haperas to the extent of a full furrow [ma'ana], one hundred 
cubits by one hundred cubits, which is the area required for sowing 
four se‘a of seed.’ Rabbi Yosei says: The area rendered a beit haperas 
is the area required for sowing five sea of seed. 


Area for sowing four se‘a of seed - pp nyay ma: The seaisa 
dry volume measure. It is one of the basic measures of volume in 


the Bible and the Talmud. 


Areas in the Talmud are based on an estimation of how large 


BACKGROUND 


a field must be for the sowing of a certain amount of wheat. The 
standard measure is a beit se, i.e., the amount of land required for a 
sea, which is 2,500 square cubits, or fifty by fifty cubits. Accordingly, 
an area for sowing four sea is ten thousand square cubits. 


HALAKHA 


A person may blow on the earth of the beit haperas 
and in this manner walk across the area — oT% nay 
im D157 ma: One who must pass through a beit 
haperas may blow on the ground before each step. If 
he does not find a bone the size of a grain of barley, 
he retains his ritual purity and slaughters and partakes 
of the Paschal offering. In addition, if the ground of a 
beit haperas is well trodden, those who pass through 
it must partake of the Paschal offering. The reason is 
that in the case of an obligation involving excision 
from the World-to-Come [karet], such as the bringing 
of the Paschal offering, the Sages were not strict with 
regard to the ritually impure status of a beit haperas, 
as it applies by rabbinic law. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda, citing Shmuel 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:8). 


And to what extent, etc. — 1317133 741: A beit haperas 
is an area where a grave was plowed over, causing its 
bones to be scattered over a wide area. How far does 
a beit haperas extend? One hundred cubits by one 
hundred cubits from the spot of the grave (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 10:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Furrow [ma'ana] — TVN: The term maʻana is con- 
nected to the act of plowing in a field, although its 
precise meaning is a matter of dispute among the 
early commentaries. Some maintain it means furrow, 
and therefore the term: A full furrow, is the area of a 
furrow plowed in one act of plowing (Rashi on Temura 
13a). Others claim it refers to the sign the one plowing 
marks in the ground, as an indication of the exact spot 
where he wants to plow in his field. 
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BACKGROUND 
Shabbat boundary — naw ona: By rabbinic de 


cree, and 


some say by Torah law, one is not permitted to travel more 
than a certain distance from the place where he established 
his residence at the onset of Shabbat. That distance is known 
as the Shabbat boundary or limit. Even animals and inani- 


mate objects have a limit, determined by that of t 
whose care they are entrusted, and beyond which 


he one to 
they may 


not be taken. Generally, the Shabbat boundary is defined as 
two thousand cubits outside of one's city, in all directions. 


Wine used for a libation — Jb3 7%»: In its strict sense 


this term 


refers to wine used in the rites of idolatry. It is prohibited to 
drink or benefit from such wine (see Deuteronomy 32:38). 


The Sages extended the scope of this prohibition 
any wine touched by gentiles even if it was no 
intended, for idolatry. 
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With regard to the ruling of the mishna that the Samaritans are not 
deemed credible to testify about a beit haperas, the Gemara asks: 
And aren’t they deemed credible? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
With regard to a field in which a grave was lost, which has the 
status of a beit haperas, a Samaritan is deemed credible to say: 
There is no grave there? 


The baraita explains: This is due to the fact that he is not considered 

to be testifying about a case of uncertain impurity; rather, he is 

testifying about the location of the grave itself, which is a matter 
of Torah law, and the Samaritans are deemed credible with regard 

to a matter of Torah law. Likewise, in the case ofa tree that is hang- 
ing over the ground, a Samaritan is deemed credible to say: There 

is no grave beneath it, as he is testifying only about the location 

of the grave itself. This indicates that the Samaritans are deemed 

credible with regard to overhanging boughs and protrusions. 


Rabbi Yohanan says in explanation: The baraita is referring to a 
case where the Samaritan is walking to and fro over the entire area, 
and therefore if there was a grave there he would certainly have 
become impure. Consequently, one may rely on his statement with 
regard to the purity of the place. By contrast, the mishna is speaking 
of a case where the Samaritan did not traverse the entire area, and 
therefore his testimony is not accepted, as they are not meticulous 
with regard to cases of uncertainty. 


The Gemara asks: If so, it is obvious that his testimony is credible, 
and what is the purpose of stating this halakha? The Gemara 
answers: The ruling of the baraita is necessary, lest you say that 
perhaps a narrow strip of land, which is called by the same name as 
this field, extends into a nearby field, and the Samaritan presumes 
the grave is located in that strip of land. If so, even if the Samaritan 
traversed the entire field his testimony cannot be accepted, as he 
traversed the field because he considered it merely a case of uncer- 
tain impurity. The baraita therefore teaches us that if the Samaritan 
traverses the entire field his testimony is accepted, as this concern 
is not an issue. 


The mishna teaches: This is the principle governing the credibility 
of Samaritans: In the case of any matter of halakha that they are 
suspected of not fulfilling, they are not deemed credible to testify 
about it. The Gemara asks: What is added by the term: This is the 
principle? The Gemara answers: It serves to add that Samaritans 
are not deemed credible with regard to Shabbat boundaries,’ i.e., 
to say that a Shabbat boundary extends until a certain point, as the 
halakha of Shabbat boundaries applies by rabbinic law. And likewise, 
the Samaritans are not deemed credible with regard to the status of 
wine used for a libation® in idol worship, as the Samaritans do not 
refrain from drinking wine touched by a gentile. 
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Just as awoman becomes ritually impure by a discharge of blood from the uterus and 

consequently has the status of a primary source of ritual impurity, which means that 
her touch transmits impurity to people and vessels, her blood is likewise impure and 
transmits impurity through contact and by being carried. Not only does moist blood 
transmit impurity, as derived from the verse: “And of her who experiences the flow 
of her menstrual impurity” (Leviticus 15:33), but so does dry blood. In this regard 
the blood of a menstruating woman differs from the secretions of a zav, such as his 
saliva, mucus, and semen, which transmit impurity only in a moist state. 


It was further established in this chapter that not only does blood transmit impurity 
if it was initially moist and subsequently dried, but it does so even if it was dry from 
the outset. This is derived from the verse: “And her issue in her flesh shall be blood” 
(Leviticus 15:19), which indicates that the blood is in its impure state even it was dry 
from the outset. Furthermore, just as a menstruating woman transmits impurity to 
one who carries her, rendering him impure with first-degree ritual impurity, so too, 
one who carries menstrual blood is rendered impure with first-degree ritual impurity. 


Like the blood of a menstruating woman, the flesh ofa corpse also transmits impurity. 
The definition of the flesh of a corpse is disputed by the Sages. Some say that any 
flesh dry enough to crumble is no longer categorized as dried flesh that transmits 
impurity. Others say that it transmits impurity even if it crumbles, provided it is not 
so dry that it has become like flour and is therefore classified as dust. 


Apropos the discussion of the impurity of the blood of a menstruating woman and 
the flesh of a corpse, the chapter examined whether other sources of ritual impurity, 
such as the impurity of a zav, an animal carcass, and semen, also transmit impurity 
when dry. It was determined that these transmit impurity only when moist. If after 
being soaked in lukewarm water for a twenty-four-hour period they would return to 
their former state, they transmit ritual impurity even when they are dry. 


It was taught in the previous chapter that by Torah law a woman is not rendered 
impure by blood stains found on her body or her clothing. Nevertheless, the Sages 
issued a decree deeming a woman who finds a blood stain on her garment ritually 
impure just as in the case of a woman who experienced a discharge of uterine blood. 
The woman is rendered impure retroactively, and any pure items she touched previ- 
ously are rendered impure. As for the question of how far backin time she is rendered 
impure retroactively, it was established that any items she touched since she last 
laundered the garment are rendered impure. By contrast, those pure items that she 
touched before the garment was last laundered are not rendered impure, as it was 
evident to the Sages that a woman examines her robes thoroughly when laundering 
them, and therefore any blood stain present at that time would have been discovered. 


Summary of 
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The decree of the Sages with regard to blood stains applies only to the stains of 
Jewish women. Although the Sages decreed that gentiles have the status of zavim in 
all regards, they did not apply the status of impurity to the stains of gentile women. 
Therefore, bloodstained garments that come from places inhabited exclusively by 
gentiles are ritually pure. Even if both gentiles and Jews live in that city the stains 
are deemed pure, as there is a presumption with regard to Jewish women that they 
do not fail to put away their bloodstained garments, and therefore the stains are 
necessarily from gentile women. 


4.02 
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And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her 
flesh is blood, she shall be in her menstruation seven 
days, and whoever touches her shall be impure until 
the evening. 

(Leviticus 15:19) 


As explained in the introduction to Chapter Six, it is derived from the verse “And ifa 

woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood” that a woman is rendered ritu- 
ally impure only by an actual sighting of blood from her source, i.e., from the uterus, 
and not by a stain on her body or clothing. The phrase “and her issue in her flesh” 
teaches that in order to render a woman impure, the emission must be accompanied 

by a sensation in her body, which does not occur when she simply finds a stain and 

did not feel anything. 


Due to various concerns, however, the Sages decreed impurity with regard to stains 
as well, and therefore the status of different kinds of stains must be determined. To 
what extent did the Sages impose this decree? In what circumstances may a stain be 
attributed to a source other than the woman's body? For example, if she had passed 
through a place where blood is frequently sprayed, e.g., a butchers’ marketplace, it 
can be claimed that the stain should be attributed to that source. Likewise, if she had 
a wound, may she presume that the blood is from that part of her body and therefore 
it does not render her impure? 


An additional factor that must be taken into account is the location of the stain on 
the woman’s body. Is every blood stain assumed to come from her uterus, or are there 
cases where she can conclude that blood from her uterus could not possibly have 
left a stain on that part of her body or in that location on her garment? Furthermore, 
does this decree apply to stains of all sizes, even those smaller than a bean, or does 
it apply only to larger stains? 


Likewise, is there any difference in the halakha with regard to the item on which the 
stain was found, or did the Sages decree that all stains that might have come from a 
womans body render her impure regardless of the surface upon which they are dis- 
covered? In general, were the Sages stringent with regard to this decree of the ritual 
impurity of stains, or were they typically lenient in the many cases of uncertainty 
that arise? 


These are the main topics dealt with in this chapter. 
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MIS HN A woman who sees a blood stain on her 

flesh" adjacent to her vagina [beit 
haturpa],' i.e., a place where blood that originated in her vagina 
could be found, becomes ritually impure," as there is a concern 
that it originated in the uterus and is menstrual blood. And if it was 
discovered on her flesh in an area not adjacent to her vagina she 
remains ritually pure, as it certainly did not originate in the uterus. 
If the stain was discovered on her heel or on the tip of her large 
toe, although it is not adjacent to her vagina she is ritually impure, 
as blood from the uterus could have reached there. 


Ina case where the stain was discovered on her leg or on her feet, 
ifit was on the inner side she is ritually impure, as blood from the 
uterus could have reached there. If it was on the outer side she is 
ritually pure, and if it was on the sides, either from here, i.e., on 
the front of her leg or foot, or from there, i.e., on the back of her 
leg or foot, she is also ritually pure, as blood from the uterus could 
not have reached there. 


In a case where the woman saw a blood stain on her robe," if it was 
from the belt and below she is ritually impure, as blood from the 
uterus could have reached there; ifit was from the belt and above 
she is ritually pure. In a case where she saw the stain on the end 
of the sleeve of the robe," if the sleeve can reach adjacent to her 
vagina she is ritually impure; and if not, i.e. if the stain is ina place 
on the sleeve that does not reach adjacent to the vagina, she is 
ritually pure. 


If it was a robe which she would remove and with which she 
would cover herself at night, wherever on the robe that the stain 
is found, the stain renders her ritually impure, due to the fact that 
the robe moves while the woman is asleep and therefore the blood 
could have originated in the uterus. And likewise with regard to 
a kerchief [bapoleyos], no matter where the blood is found on the 
kerchief, the woman is impure. 


Vagina [beit haturpa] - 


nayan Ma: The term in this context 


LANGUAGE 


Kerchief [poleyos] - Dibia: Poleyos, or poleyon or poleyom, is 


is clearly a euphemism for the vagina. There are various sug- 
gestions as to why the word turpa bears this meaning. Some 
maintain that it means degradation, as this, more than anywhere 
else on her body, is the area of which a woman is ashamed in the 
presence of others. Some associate it with the word toref, which 
means the essence of a matter, e.g., toref is the name given to 
the essential part of a document. Likewise, this place can be 
considered the essence of womanhood. Alternatively, the word 
turpa stems from the word weakness [rifayon], and therefore 
the term used for vagina, beit haturpa, would refer to the most 
sensitive and vulnerable part of a woman's body. 


A woman who sees a blood stain on her flesh adjacent to 
her vagina becomes ritually impure - mwa by ond AKT 
Taw TAPAT Ma 3323: The early commentaries discuss the 
reason for the decree of the Sages that stains are ritually impure. 
Some suggest it is a decree due to uncertainty, in case the blood 
of the stain came from the uterus (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Issurei Bia 9:2). This interpretation is problematic, as there is 
actually a compound uncertainty here: Perhaps the blood did 
not come from the woman's body at all, and even if it did come 
from her body, it is possible that it is from the vaginal canal and 


NOTES 


from the Greek pehwovng, palinis, which may come from the 
Latin pallium, meaning a cloak or upper garment. It is a kind 
of kerchief used for covering the head, somewhat similar to a 
hood. This garment was considered one of the basic items of a 
woman's clothing. In certain situations this cloth had a different 
function, as in a barber's shop, where it was placed over the 
customer's knees. In this case it was called the barber's wrap 
(see Shabbat 9b). 


she would be pure. If so, she should not be rendered ritually 
impure, as the halakha is generally lenient in cases involving 
compound uncertainties. 

Some explain that the Sages instituted a decree in this case 
despite the existence of a compound uncertainty due to the 
severity of the impurity of a menstruating woman. Others main- 
tain that as the blood of a woman generally comes from the 
uterus, the possibility that it might come from the vaginal canal 
is disregarded (Taz; Tosafot on 62a). 


HALAKHA 


A woman who sees a blood stain on her flesh — nying 
awa by ona: A woman is not rendered ritually impure 
by a blood stain found anywhere on her body, but only if 
it is found in those areas where it might have come from 
her uterus. How so? If it was discovered on her heel she 
is impure, and the same applies if it was found anywhere 
on the inner parts of her leg or foot, which are the parts 
that press together when she stands with her feet together. 
Likewise, she is impure if it was discovered on the tip of her 
large toe, and the Rema adds that she is certainly impure 
if it was on the top of her foot itself. But if it was found 
on the outside of her leg or foot she is pure (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:11). 


The woman saw a blood stain on her robe — by ANT 
abn: if a stain was found on a woman's robe from the 
belt and below, or on the belt itself, she is ritually impure, 
even if it was on the outer side of the garment. The Rema 
adds that there is no difference whether it was discovered 
on the part of the robe worn on the front, back, or side, 
as these garments will typically sway from one side of 
the body to the other with her movements (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:12). 


She saw the stain on the end of the sleeve of the robe - 
pon Sw T mwa by mn: With regard to a stain that was 
found on the sleeve of a robe, if that portion of the sleeve 
can reach adjacent to her vagina she is ritually impure, 
even if it reaches there only if she extends herself. If it 
cannot reach adjacent to her vagina she is ritually pure 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:13). 
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NOTES 


If a woman examined the ground and sat upon 
it and found blood on it she is ritually pure - 
TYPY or meen yy mawm ody yp APTS: 
The commentaries note that Shmuel’s statement 
indicates she is entirely pure, not only by Torah 
aw but by rabbinic law as well. This conclusion 
can likewise be inferred from the initial stages 
of the Gemara's discussion of his opinion. If so, 
he reason Shmuel cites a verse in support of his 
opinion, which might be taken as an indication 
hat his ruling applies by Torah law alone, is to 
illustrate that since she is pure by Torah law, the 
Sages did not see fit to deem her impure. But 
according to the conclusion of Rav Yirmeya later 
on, Shmuel does concede that she is impure by 
rabbinic law (Rashba). 
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G E M ARA With regard to the cases discussed in the 


mishna concerning a blood stain found on 
a woman, Shmuel says: If a woman examined the ground beneath 
her to see if it was clean from blood and other substances, and she 
found nothing, and subsequently she sat upon it and then found 
blood on it, although it might be assumed that this blood came from 
her, she is ritually pure." The reason is as it is stated: “And her issue 
in her flesh shall be blood, she shall be in her menstrual state seven 
days” (Leviticus 15:19). This verse teaches that a woman does not 
become impure unless she senses, i.e., experiences some type of 
sensation, in her flesh that she emitted blood from her uterus. Since 
this woman did not sense an emission of blood, she is pure. 


The Gemara asks: How can Shmuel interpret the verse in this man- 
ner? After all, he requires this term: “In her flesh,” to teach a differ- 
ent halakha, that a woman becomes impure by finding blood inside 
her body just as by seeing blood outside her body, i.e., provided that 
the blood is uterine blood, even if it is currently situated inside her 
vaginal canal, she is impure. The Gemara answers: If so, if it serves 
to teach only that blood inside is like blood outside, let the verse 
say: In the flesh. What is the reason that the verse states: “In her 
flesh”? Conclude from this term that a woman does not become 
impure unless she senses in her flesh. 


The Gemara asks: And still, Shmuel requires the term “in her flesh” 
to teach that she is impure only if the blood touches her flesh, and 

not through blood found in a gestational sac, nor through blood 

found in an amorphous piece of tissue that she emitted. The Gemara 

answers: Conclude two conclusions from this verse, as the plain 

meaning of the term teaches all these halakhot. 


With regard to the opinion of Shmuel, the Gemara suggests: Come 
and hear a mishna at the beginning of the next chapter (sob): In the 
case of a woman who is urinating and sees blood" intermingled 
with the urine, Rabbi Meir says: If she urinates while she is stand- 
ing she is ritually impure, as the blood could have originated in the 
uterus. And if she is sitting she is ritually pure, as it is clear that the 
blood is from a wound. 


The Gemara analyzes this mishna: What are the circumstances? If 
she sensed while urinating, then in the case where she is sitting, 
why is she ritually pure, according to Shmuel? Rather, is it not 
referring to a case where she did not sense while urinating? And 
yet the mishna teaches that if she urinates while she is standing she 
is ritually impure. This indicates that her status does not depend 
on her sensing, which contradicts the statement of Shmuel. 


The Gemara answers: This affords no proof, as the mishna is actually 

referring to a case where she sensed while urinating, and yet since 

this feeling accompanied urination, one might say it was the sensa- 
tion of urine. Consequently, if she urinated while standing, the 

urine would return to her uterus and bring blood with it. But if 
she urinated while sitting the urine cannot return to the uterus and 

therefore she is pure, as the sensation is attributed to her urine. 


HALAKHA 


If a woman examined the ground and sat upon it and found 
blood on it she is ritually pure - mex oy naw oiy ppp APTS 
miT why o7: The Sages did not decree impurity on a stain found 
on an item that is not susceptible to ritual impurity. Therefore, if a 
woman examined the ground beneath her, or a toilet that is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity (Rema), or any similar item, and she 
sat on it and subsequently found a stain, she is pure. This halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190710). 


A woman who is urinating and sees blood - Awiy wiw nog 
DTANKN Maw: Ifa woman sees blood in her urine, whether she uri- 
nated while standing or while sitting, she remains ritually pure. Even 
if she feels her body trembling she does not need to be concerned, as 
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this is simply the sensation of the urine leaving the bladder, whereas 
the blood must be from a wound of some sort. The Rema writes that 
some say she is ritually pure only if she was sitting while urinating 
(Tur, citing Rosh). Likewise, if she was standing and urinating in a 
steady stream, and she found blood in the basin into which she 
urinated, she remains pure. But if the urine was found on the edge 
of a basin she is impure. 

Others claim that even when she is sitting, she is pure only if 
she urinates in a steady stream into a basin; while if she finds blood 
on the edge of the basin she is impure. Furthermore, if she was 
standing while urinating and found blood, she is impure in any 
event (Mordekhai; Haggahot Maimoniyyot). The Rema writes that the 
custom in practice is to follow this opinion (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 191:1). 
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The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear the mishna below 
(58b): With regard to an examination cloth that was placed 
beneath the pillow and blood was later found on the cloth," and it 
is unclear whether it is the blood of an examination or the blood of 
a louse that was crushed beneath it, if the stain is round it is ritually 
pure. There is no concern that this blood might have come from her 
examination, as a woman examines through an act of wiping and a 
stain produced in this manner would not be round. And if the stain 
is elongated it is ritually impure, as this shape can be formed by an 
examination. 


The Gemara analyzes the mishna: What are the circumstances? If 
she sensed, then in the case where the stain is round why is it pure? 
Rather, is it not referring to a case where she did not sense? And 
yet the mishna teaches that an elongated stain is impure. This 
contradicts the opinion of Shmuel that a woman is rendered impure 
only if she sensed. 


The Gemara answers: No, the mishna is actually referring to a case 
where she sensed, but since she also performed an examination one 
might say this was the sensation of the examination cloth. Conse- 
quently, if the stain was elongated, as appropriate for a stain pro- 
duced by an examination, the blood certainly came from her body, 
whereas if the stain was round it is pure, as this is not the usual 
appearance ofa stain from an examination. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another mishna (14a): If 
blood was found on his, i.e., the husband’s, examination cloth fol- 
lowing intercourse, the woman and her husband are both ritually 
impure for seven days, in accordance with the halakha of a menstru- 
ating woman and one who engages in intercourse with her, and they 
are each liable to bring a sin offering for unwittingly performing an 
action punishable with excision from the World-to-Come [karet]. 
If blood was found on her cloth immediately after intercourse, the 
woman and her husband are likewise ritually impure for seven days 
and are each liable to bring a sin offering. If blood was found on 
her swatch after time passed, they are both ritually impure due to 
uncertainty, as it is possible that the blood appeared only after 
intercourse, and they are exempt from bringing the sin offering. 


The Gemara analyzes this mishna: What are the circumstances? 
If it is referring to a situation where she sensed, then in the case 
where blood was found on her cloth after time passed, why are they 
exempt from bringing the sin offering? Rather, is it not referring 
to a case where she did not sense? And yet the mishna teaches that 
if blood was found on her cloth immediately after intercourse, they 
are ritually impure for seven days and are each liable to bring a sin 
offering. Once again, this contradicts the opinion of Shmuel. The 
Gemara answers: No, the mishna is actually referring to a case 
where she sensed, but since she was engaging in intercourse at the 
time, one might say this was the sensation of the male organ. 


HALAKHA 
is in accordance with the mishna. Some authorities rule that the 


An examination cloth that was placed beneath the pillow 


and placed it under a pillow, and on the following day blood was 
found on it, if the stain is elongated it is impure, as it is presumed 
to have come from her examination. If it is round and no larger 
than the size of a bean she is pure, as it is assumed to be the 
blood of a louse that was killed beneath the pillow. This ruling 


same applies even if blood was found on the cloth immediately 
(Pithei Teshuva, citing Meir Netivim). 

In addition, the Beit Yosef and Rema maintain that in a case 
where the stain is round but is larger than a bean, if she can attri- 
bute it to an external source she is pure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:34). 
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HALAKHA 

On her flesh...on her robe — apn by..mwa by: 
With regard to all stains about which the Sages stated 
that they render a woman ritually impure, in a case 
where a woman can attribute the stain to some 
external factor the following distinction applies: If 
the stain is discovered on a garment she is pure, as 
the Sages were lenient with regard to stains on a gar- 
ment. If the stain was found on her body she is impure 
and she may not attribute it to an outside source, as 
in such a case the blood would have been present 
on her garments as well. But if there is a reasonable 
explanation as to why there should be blood on her 
body even when it is not found on her clothes, e.g., 
she had a wound that could reopen and bleed, she 
may attribute the blood to that source and she is pure 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:19, 22; see 
Beit Yosef on Tur 190711). 


Where she passed through a marketplace of 
butchers - p’nap by pwa may: Ifa woman 
passed through a marketplace of butchers or was 
handling items that cause stains and a blood stain 
was found on her robe, she may attribute it to that 
external source, regardless of where on the robe it 
was found. In a case where the stain was found on 
her flesh alone, then if it is from her belt and below 
she is impure. If she had jumped, then even if the stain 
is from her belt and above she is impure. The reason 
is that if this blood was from the external source it 
should have been present on her clothes as well 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:19-21, 
and see Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
190:11-12). 


408 NIDDA : PEREK VIII : 57B 12 47’1 15 


TUDY ADIK TAX DNY YV NA 
pap kav pap awa by: MONA NIPIÐ 
Pad NAV Pad; apn by xoy- vio 
Jn- niwpga niyan iny - Wap 

aigan 


sony ano wnb rainy Pr xa 
TONK NYT DYNI - pay 


TSDD- NIT TONTA PR aN ON N? 
AYIK NY TONY TDN 


pap New pap AWI W g N 
PID KAY pap APIT by say - vite 
aaie) = vito 


spin by - maA sian ns PTD 
-TUIA arti ya jan KT TONAN 
mwa by - neal Wang x) sep 
mya by 7 ANS ANT PND BN 

ITD - INAT a T KYW 


DYPL meds van NPY YDY 
KDR YI N nby T KDN 
by pwa MAYY ja- ney wam 
ONT NY ADI - MWI ty nay 
mh wan apon by -Kox xabyn 
JSON ae - apn by oman 
rh yang TWI Dy — KDN DN NT 

Iman 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear from a baraita: You are found 
to say that there are three uncertainties involving cases where 
blood is found on a woman or her garments. Ifa stain is discovered 
on her flesh and there is uncertainty whether it is impure or pure, 
the halakha is that it is impure. If it is found on her robe and there 
is uncertainty whether it is impure or pure, the halakha is that it 
is pure. And in the case of a woman whose status as a menstruating 
woman is uncertain, with regard to her touching items and with 
regard to her moving items, one should follow the majority. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: Whatis the meaning of the phrase: 
Follow the majority, with regard to this woman of uncertain status? 
Does this not mean that if for the majority of her days she is in a 
state of ritual impurity, as she emits impure blood on many days, 
then she is considered impure even when her status is uncertain? 
And since this baraita does not differentiate between cases where 
she did and did not sense, the ruling that one follows the majority, 
and that she is impure, evidently applies even though she did not 
sense, which contradicts the opinion of Shmuel. 


The Gemara answers: No proof may be brought from here, as this is 
what the baraita means: If on the majority of her days this woman 
sees blood accompanied by a sensation, she is impure, despite the 
fact that she is uncertain whether she had a sensation, as one can 
say she sensed on this occasion as well, but it was not on her mind, 
i.e., she did not pay attention to it at the time. 


Before returning to the opinion of Shmuel, the Gemara analyzes 
the other clauses of this baraita. The Master said above: If a stain 
is discovered on her flesh and there is uncertainty whether it is 
impure or pure, it is impure; if it is found on her robe" and there 
is uncertainty whether it is impure or pure, it is pure. The juxta- 
position of these two cases indicates that the blood is found in the 
same area in both instances. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances? If the blood was 
discovered from the belt and below, then when it was found on her 
robe why is she pure? But didn’t we learn in the mishna: In a case 
where the woman saw a blood stain on her robe, if it was from the 
belt and below she is ritually impure? And if the blood was from 
the belt and above, then ifit was discovered on her flesh why is she 
impure? But didn’t we learn in the mishna that if she saw blood 
on her flesh in an area not adjacent to her vagina she remains 
ritually pure? 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that the blood was discovered 

from the belt and below, and if you wish, say instead that it was 

found from the belt and above. The Gemara elaborates: If you wish, 
say that the blood was found from the belt and below, as the baraita 

is referring to a situation where the blood can be attributed to an 

external factor, e.g., a case where she passed through a market- 
place of butchers [tabbahim]."' Consequently, if the blood is found 

on her flesh it is assumed that it came from her body, as, ifit came 

from the outside world, it should have been found on her robe as 

well. If it is discovered on her robe it is assumed that it came from 

the outside world, as, ifit came from her body, it should have been 

found on her flesh as well. 


Butchers [tabbahim] - paw: In the Bible and talmudic literature 
the term tabbah refers to a slaughterer and butcher, i.e., one who 
slaughters the animal and then cuts it into pieces. Likewise, the 


LANGUAGE 


place where meat is found. Naturally, in a marketplace of butchers 
there is a lot of blood, and it would not be unusual for blood to be 
sprayed on a passerby. 


word in modern Hebrew for kitchen, mitbah, indicates that it is the 
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And if you wish, say instead that the blood was found from the belt 
and above, and the baraita is referring to a situation where it is 
possible the blood came from her body, e.g., a case where she 
jumped backward. Therefore, if the blood is found on her flesh it 
certainly came from her body, as, if it came from the outside 
world, it should have been found on her robe as well. And if it is 
discovered on her robe the assumption is that it came from the 
outside world, as, if it came from her body, it should have been 
found on her flesh as well. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the baraita to the opinion of 
Shmuel: In any event, the baraita teaches that if a stain is discov- 
ered on her flesh and there is uncertainty whether it is impure or 
pure, it is impure, and this is the halakha even though she did not 
sense, which contradicts the opinion of Shmuel. And furthermore, 
we learned in the mishna that a woman who sees a blood stain on 
her flesh adjacent to her vagina becomes ritually impure, and this 
is apparently the halakha even though she did not sense. Rav 
Yirmeya of Difti says: The ruling of Shmuel that a woman must 
sense in order to be rendered impure applies only by Torah law. But 
Shmuel concedes that in all the cases cited above, where it is indi- 
cated that a woman is impure despite the fact that she did not sense, 
she is impure 


by rabbinic law. Accordingly, Shmuel agrees that if she examined 
the ground, found it clean, sat upon it, and later found blood, 
even if she did not sense that she emitted blood she is impure by 
rabbinic law. 


Rav Ashi said: Shmuel said this woman is pure even by rabbinic 
law, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya," as we 
learned in a mishna (s9b) that Rabbi Nehemya says: Any item 
that is not susceptible to ritual impurity, e.g., the ground, is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity due to blood stains. This is because 
the decree of impurity of blood stains was limited to items suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity. According to Rav Ashi, all the sources cited 
above that indicate she is impure even if she did not sense an emis- 
sion are referring to cases where the stain was found on an item that 
is susceptible to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the opinion of Rav Ashi 
with regard to Shmuel’s opinion, that is why Shmuel says the 
woman examined the ground beneath her, as the ground is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity. But according to the opinion of Rav 
Yirmeya, why does Shmuel refer specifically to the ground? The 
same halakha should apply even if she sat on a cloak and did not 
sense an emission of blood. The Gemara answers that Shmuel is 
speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary. 


The Gemara elaborates: It is not necessary to state that if a woman 
examined a cloak, found it pure, sat upon it, and then saw a blood 
stain on it, she is pure. The reason is that it is not easy to examine 
a cloak well, due to its creases, and therefore there is room to say 
the stain on the cloak came from the outside world, i.e., from some 
external factor. Rather, even in the case of the ground, which one 
can examine well and therefore there is room to say the stain on 
the ground must have come from her body when she sat upon it, 
Shmuel teaches that the blood is nevertheless ritually pure. 


NOTES 


Rav Ashi said, Shmuel said in accordance with t 
opinion of Rabbi Nehemya — byny WK WN 


he 
a 


TAM DID WNT NIT: The commentaries explain 


a woman who experiences bleeding without 
accompanying sensation is entirely pure, both 


Shmuel said his statement in accordance with 
opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, the halakha should 


he ruling of the Ra'avad, although, as noted by 


Arukh LaNer, he is probably referring to the Rambam 


(Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:7), as the Ra‘av 
holds that the halakha is not in accordance with 
opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. The Shulhan Arukh ru 
in accordance with Rav Ashi’s explanation that 


Torah law and by rabbinic law. Furthermore, since 


ow his ruling (Rashba). The Ran writes that this is 


hat according to Rav Ashi, Shmuel maintains that 


an 
by 


ne 


ad 


Sages did not apply their decree to items that are not 


susceptible to ritual impurity (Yoreh Dea 190710). 
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LANGUAGE 


Place of the joint [mekom havak] - pan Dip: In gen- 
eral this expression refers to a location where tendons 
cause two limbs of the body to embrace [/ehabek], 
or join, one another. In this particular instance, the 
Gemara is referring to the ligaments next to the knee 
that join the thigh and the shin. 
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§ The mishna teaches: If a stain was discovered on her heel or on 
the tip of her large toe, although it is not adjacent to her vagina she 
is ritually impure, as blood from the uterus could have reached 
there. The Gemara comments: Granted, when blood is found on 
her heel she is impure, as it is wont to touch that place, her vagina, 
when she kneels. But if the blood is discovered on the tip of her 
large toe, what is the reason she is thereby rendered impure? And 
if you would say the reason is that sometimes the tip of one large 
toe might touch her heel, i.e., the heel of the other foot, do we 
presume that ritual impurity travels from place to place? Since 
that is not presumed, the stain on the large toe of one foot cannot 
be presumed to come from the heel of the other foot. 


The Gemara cites the source of this principle. But isn’t it taught in 
a baraita: If a woman had a wound on her neck" in an area where 
she can attribute the blood she found adjacent to her vagina to that 
wound, she may attribute the blood to the wound and she is pure. 
But if the wound was on her shoulder, which is a place where she 
cannot attribute the blood she found adjacent to her vagina to that 
wound, she may not attribute it to the wound, and she is ritually 
impure. 


The Gemara explains the proof from the baraita: And it is clear from 

this baraita that we do not say that perhaps she took blood from 

her wounded shoulder in her hand and brought it there, near her 
vagina. Rather, this is the reason for the ruling of the mishna: The 

tip of her large toe is different," as when she walks it might hap- 
pen that the tip of this toe is positioned under her vagina and blood 

drips onto it from there. For this reason she is rendered impure by 
a stain on that toe. 


The Gemara asks: And do we not presume that ritual impurity 
travels from place to place? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Ifblood 
was found on the joints of her fingers on the back of her hand she 
is impure, despite the fact that blood from her source is not usually 
found on that part of her hand because hands are active? 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: What is the reason for this hala- 
kha? Is it not due to the fact that we say she examined with one 
hand and then touched the back of the other hand? If so, this 
indicates that ritual impurity is presumed to travel from place to 
place. The Gemara answers: No, the reason she is impure when 
blood is found on the back of her hand is that her hand is different," 
as with regard to the entire hand, including the back, it might 
happen that it touched the vagina, as one’s hands are active. 


§ The mishna teaches: In a case where the stain was discovered on 
her leg or on her feet, if it was on the inner side she is ritually 
impure, as blood from the uterus could have reached there. Ifit was 
on the outer side of the leg or foot she is ritually pure. The Gemara 
asks: With regard to the term: On the inner side, until where does 
it extend? The students of the school of Rabbi Yannai said: Until 
the place of the joint [mekom havak]' of the thigh and shin, the 
ligaments on the inside of the kneecap. 


HALAKHA 


If a woman had a wound on her neck - mwas 7379 ay mn: 
One does not presume that ritual impurity traveled from one place 
to another. How so? Ifa woman had a wound on her shoulder and 
she found a stain on her thigh, it is not assumed that perhaps she 
touched the wound with her hand and then touched her thigh 
with the same hand and stained it. Likewise, one may not attribute 
a stain in this manner to any other part of her body or clothing, 
as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 


9:25; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:1, 18). 


as blood from her vagina might have dripped on it as she was 
walking. This is in accordance with the ruling of the Gemara (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:11). 


Her hand is different - AP NW: If blood was discovered on a 
woman's hand, including on the joints of her fingers on the back 
of her hand, she is impure. This is because her hand might have 
touched her vagina, as hands are active. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 9:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:11). 


The tip of her large toe is different - abt wx Kw: Ifa blood 


stain was found on the tip of a woman's large toe she is impure, 
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In this regard, a dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is the place 
of the joint itself considered as part of the inner side or as part of 
the outer side? Come and hear, as Rav Ketina explicitly teaches: 
The inner side extends until the place of the joint, and the joint 
itself is considered as part of the inner side. The Gemara adds 
that Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Avya, teaches it explicitly that the 
students of the school of Rabbi Yannai themselves said: The inner 
side extends until the place of the joint, and the joint itself is 
considered as part of the inner side. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: If the stain on a woman’s body 
was in the shape of a bracelet,® what is the halakha? Likewise, if it 
was in the shape ofa straight line, what is the halakha? If it was not 
in a single defined shape but was a series of drops, what is the 
halakha? Furthermore, if the stain extended along the width of her 
thigh," what is the halakha? Is there a concern in these cases that 
the blood might have come from her uterus? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita: If a stain is discov- 
ered on her flesh and there is uncertainty whether it is impure or 
pure, it is impure. What, is it not that the case of blood found 
on her flesh is referring to a case like this, i.e., those cases men- 
tioned by Rabbi Yirmeya, and therefore she is impure? The Gemara 
answers: There is no proof from here, as perhaps the baraita is 
referring to a stain shaped like a strip along the length of her thigh, 
as this is the usual form of a stain from the vagina. 


The Gemara relates that there was a certain woman who discovered 
blood in the warp™ on the loom where she was weaving. She was 
concerned that while she was weaving, the threads of the warp 
might have come between her legs and been stained. She came 
before Rabbi Yannai to inquire about the status of this blood. Rabbi 
Yannai said to her: Let her go and come, i.e., she should go and 
weave in her usual manner. Since this involves a repetitive action, it 
will soon become clear whether the threads stretch between her legs. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that one does not 

rely on repeated actions with regard to ritually pure items? Since 

the second action might not precisely mimic the first it cannot be 

relied upon to determine ritual-purity status. The Gemara answers 

that when we say one does not rely on repeated actions it is only 
in cases where it would lead to a leniency. But if it leads to a strin- 
gency, as in this case where the woman is currently pure, since the 

blood was not found on her body or her garments one does rely on 

repeated actions. If the repeated action indicates that the threads 

of the warp come between her legs while weaving, she is impure. 


§ The mishna teaches: Ifit was a robe that she would remove and 
cover herself with at night, no matter where on the robe the stain is 
found, she is ritually impure because the robe moves while the 
woman is asleep, and therefore the blood could have originated in 
the uterus. The Gemara comments: It is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, said: With regard to this matter 
of blood found on a robe worn at night, I issued a prohibitive 
ruling in the city of Rome.’ And when I came to the Sages in the 
south of Eretz Yisrael they said to me: You issued a proper ruling. 


If the stain was in the shape of a bracelet.. 
„along the width of her thigh — ... »w> 


line...a series of drops.. 


HALAKHA 
.of a straight A certain woman who discovered blood in the warp - x77 


KPII NIT ay TINNI NOM: Ifa woman was occupied 


mY ani.. Pa% PD... a: If a blood stain was found on a 
woman's body, whether it was long like a strip or round, or in the 
form of a series of drops, or the length of it extended along the 
width of her thigh, or it looked as though it came from below 
to above, she is impure when it is adjacent to her vagina. This 
halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:9, and see Maggid Mishne there; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:9). 


with her work and discovered blood on a particular item that 
she had been occupied with, if the item had been previously 
examined and found to be pure, and if it was susceptible to ritual 
impurity (Rema), she should repeat the activity in which she was 
occupied. If when she repeats the activity the item is adjacent to 


the area between her legs (Derisha; Shakh), she is impure. If not, 


she is pure (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:32). 


BACKGROUND 


Bracelet - W: This is a round decorative object encircling 
a body part. They were used by women as ornaments, 
and were often tied to the necks or legs of animals as 
ornaments as well. 


Anklet found in Iran, 650 BCE 


Warp [mashtita] - xmm: This word is the Aramaic 
equivalent of the Hebrew word for the loom used for 
weaving [masekhet]. The act of weaving is performed 
using the threads of the warp, which are mainly fixed 
in the loom. In certain cases these threads can be lifted 
up, but generally they are firmly attached. The threads of 
the warp form the basis of the woven material, while the 
threads of the weft are passed through those of the warp 
by various means. 


ST — 7 


Warp and weft 


lissued a prohibitive ruling in the city of Rome — mint 
nod mi ya: As related elsewhere in the Talmud (see 
Me'ila 17a—-b), Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, traveled 
to Rome together with Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai in order 
to persuade the authorities to rescind Roman decrees of 
persecution against the Jews. Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 
Yosei, recounts his experiences over the course of that visit, 
which included seeing important items in the Caesar's 
treasuries, such as the Sanctuary Curtain. 


471 P13:NIDDA: PEREK VIII: 58A 411 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek VIII 
Daf58 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 

Sela - pho: The sela is a coin worth four silver shekels. It 
was minted by the Roman emperor Nero in 85-96 CE. Sela 
is used as a general name for various coins mentioned by 
the Sages, as from the period of Nero the Romans began 
minting coins in the region of Eretz Yisrael. The diameter 
of the sela ranges from 5.2 to 6.2 cm, and this was also 
the size of coins minted in later times, until the end of the 
period of the tanna‘im. 


HALAKHA 
Two women who were occupied wi with one slaughtered 
involved with one è slaüdhtered bird that contained an 
amount of blood the size of a sela, and a stain the size 
of a sela was found on each one of them, they are both 
impure, as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:26; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a190:25). 
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With regard to blood discovered on a robe, the Sages taught in a 
baraita: In the case of a tall woman who wore the robe of a short 
woman" without first examining it to see ifit was clean of stains, and 
likewise a short woman who wore the robe of a tall woman, if a 
stain was subsequently found on the robe and it is unknown from 
which woman it came, the halakha is as follows: If the location of 
the stain reaches adjacent to the vagina of the tall woman they are 
both ritually impure. The reason is that in this case it certainly 
reached that area of the short woman. And if it does not reach 
adjacent to the vagina of the tall woman, the tall woman is pure, as 
the stain is definitely not from her, and the short woman is impure. 


It is taught in another baraita: If a woman examined her robe 

and did not find a stain, and then lent it to another woman," after 
which a stain was discovered on the robe, what is the halakha? She, 
the woman who lent the robe, is pure, and the other woman, the 

one who borrowed the robe, may attribute the stain to the woman 

who lent the robe to her, i.e., she may say that she does not rely on 

the lender’s examination. Rav Sheshet said in explanation of this 

baraita: And we learn this ruling that the borrower can say she does 
not rely on the lender only with regard to the matter of a monetary 
judgment as to which of the women must pay for the laundering of 
the robe. But with regard to the matter of ritual impurity, she, the 

lender, is pure, and the other woman, the borrower, is impure. 


HALAKHA 


A tall woman who wore the robe of a short woman - 731% 
mp bw apn maby: In a case where a tall woman wore the 
robe of a short woman, and a stain was subsequently found on 
that robe, if the location of the stain reaches the area adjacent to 
the vagina of the tall woman she is impure. If it does not reach 
then she is pure, as the stain is from the short woman, as stated 
in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:31; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:48). 


If a woman examined her robe and did not find a stain 
and then lent it to another woman - inpren aphn npa 
anyan: If a woman examined her robe after wearing it and 
found that it was pure, and then lent it to another, who wore 
it, and a blood stain was subsequently discovered on it, the first 
woman is pure and the second woman is impure, as stated in the 
baraita and as explained by Rav Sheshet (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:30; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:40). 
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The Gemara asks: In what way is this case different from that which 
is taught" in a baraita: With regard to two women who were occu- 
pied with one slaughtered bird," and the bird contained only an 
amount of blood capable of producing a stain as big as a sela® 
coin, and blood the size of a sela was found on this woman and 
blood the size of a sela was found on that woman, they are both 
impure, despite the fact that the blood of one of them can be attrib- 
uted to the bird. Likewise, in the case of Rav Sheshet the lender 
should be impure as well, as she might not have examined the robe 
properly. The Gemara answers: There it is different, as there is an 
additional sela. 


NOTES 


In what way is this case different from that which is taught, 
etc, = 13) KATT KT KIW IN: The commentaries are puzzled 
by the suggested comparison between a stain found on a robe 
used by two women and a stain the size of a sela discovered by 
two women who were occupied with one slaughtered bird. In 
the case of the bird, the possibility that the blood is from the 
bird applies equally to both women, just as the other blood 
stain might have come from either of their bodies. By contrast, 
in the case of the robe there is a logical reason to declare the 
first woman pure, as she examined the robe before she lent it 
out, whereas the woman who borrowed it neglected to examine 
it before wearing it. 


Tosafot cite Rabbeinu Tam’s answer that this baraita is likewise 
dealing with a case where one of the women was occupied with 
the bird before the other came along. Had the second woman 
not arrived, the first one could have attributed the blood on her 
to the bird, but since there are two of them and the amount of 
blood found was of a larger quantity than that of the bird, they 
are both deemed impure. The Gemara is claiming that the same 
logic should apply in the case of the borrowed robe: Since the 
second woman can attribute the blood to the first woman, one 
can claim that both of them should be considered impure. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of a woman who wore 
three robes, one on top of the other, that had been examined by 
her™ for blood stains, and she subsequently found a stain on one 
of the robes, if she can attribute the blood on the robe to an external 
source, she may attribute it to that source, and she is pure. And this 
is the halakha even if the stain was on the lower robe, closest to 
her skin. But if she cannot reasonably attribute the blood to an 
external factor she may not attribute it to an external factor, and 
she is impure, and this is the halakha even if the stain was on the 
upper robe. 


The baraita elaborates: How so? If she passed through a market- 
place of butchers, where blood could have sprayed on her clothes, 
she may attribute a stain on her garment to the butchers and she is 
pure, even if the stain was on the lower robe. If she did not pass 
through a marketplace of butchers or anywhere else with a lot of 
blood, then even if the stain was on the upper robe she may not 
attribute the blood to an external source and she is impure. 


MI SHN A And a woman who discovers a blood stain 


on her body or her garment may attribute 
its existence to any matter to which she can attribute it:" If she 
slaughtered a domesticated animal, an undomesticated animal, 
or a bird;" or if she was occupied with the removal of blood stains 
from the garments of other women or from her own garment, from 
any source, such as blood that originated from a wound elsewhere 
on her body or even her own menstrual blood from a prior men- 
strual cycle; or ifshe sat alongside others who were occupied with 
removing blood stains; or if she killed a louse; in all of these cases, 
that woman may attribute the blood stain to it. 


NOTES 


A woman who wore three robes that had been examined by 
her, etc. -^9 79 pprtad nipin nwhw mwah: In other words, if 
she passed through a marketplace of butchers or somewhere 
similar, she may attribute the blood to that cause even if the stain 
is on the robe closest to the skin and not an upper one. The early 
commentaries suggest several reasons for this halakha: An upper 
robe, and even two such garments, can sometimes be moved to 
the side, allowing blood to be sprayed on the lower one (Josafot 
on 57b). Furthermore, the spray of the blood can come from below 
and thereby avoid some or even all of her clothes (Rashba). 


If she slaughtered a domesticated animal an undomesticated 
animal or a bird — Jiy\ men MaMa Menw: It can be inferred from the 
mishna that a woman is fit to slaughter not only birds but domes- 
ticated and undomesticated animals as well. It is likewise stated at 
the beginning of tractate Hullin that everyone may slaughter an 
animal and their slaughter is valid, and Josafot comment that this 
includes women. As for why that mishna does not state: Everyone 


A woman who wore three robes that had been examined by 
her - tiv) panan mipibn aww mwah: With regard to a woman 
who was wearing three robes, one on top of the other, if she can 
attribute the blood on the robe to an external source she may 
attribute it, even if the stain is on the robe closest to her skin. If she 
cannot attribute the blood to an external source, she may not attri- 
bute it and she is impure, even if the stain was on the upper robe. 
If she passed through a marketplace of butchers, even if the 
stain was on the lower robe she may attribute it to the blood of 
the slaughtered animals. If she did not pass through a marketplace 
of butchers or any similar place, then even if the stain was on the 
upper robe she may not attribute the blood to an external source, 
and she is impure. If it is uncertain whether or not she passed 
by the marketplace, or if it is uncertain whether or not she was 
occupied with blood stains, she may not attribute the blood to 


HALAKHA 


slaughters, both men and women, which is the type of formula- 
tion found in the first mishna of tractate Temura with regard to 
substituting consecrated animals, it is because there is no need for 
such an emphasis; there is no reason to assume that women may 
not slaughter. Nevertheless, according to Hilkhot Eretz Yisrael cited 
by Tosafot, Hilkhot Eldad HaDani cited by other early commentar- 
ies, and Rav Shmuel ben Hofni Gaon, women may not slaughter 
because they lack fortitude and they might faint (Smag, positive 
mitzva 63; see Yam shel Shlomo and Bah). 

Tosafot and many early commentaries reject this opinion in 
light of the halakha that women are fit to slaughter even sacrificial 
animals (see Zevahim 31b). In any case, it was very rare, at least in 
the lands of Ashkenaz, for women to perform ritual slaughter, and 
certainly not as the designated ritual slaughterer in a town. The 
later commentaries write that one cannot infer from the halakha 
that women are fit to slaughter sacrificial animals that they are 
also fit to slaughter non-sacred animals (Maharatz Hayyut; Arukh 
HaShulhan, Yoreh De‘a 1:37). 


that source. This ruling is in accordance with the baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:27; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:18). 


And she may attribute its existence to any matter to which 
she can attribute it — mond ahia wng sat dpa mim: Since the 
impurity of stains applies by rabbinic law, the halakha is lenient 
in that a woman may attribute a stain’s existence to any matter 
she can attribute it to. How so? If she slaughtered a domesticated 
animal, an undomesticated animal, or a bird, or if she was occu- 
pied with the removal of blood stains from the garments of other 
women, or if she sat alongside others who were occupied with 
removing them, she may attribute the blood stain to these causes 
and she is pure (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:18; see Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:27). 
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BACKGROUND 

Split bean - bis bw Dy: The bean Vicia faba L, which 
comes from the family of Fabaceae, or legumes, is primar- 
ily used as an edible vegetable. It is known today as the 
broad bean or fava bean. Like other legumes, its seeds 
grow in pods, and they are especially rich in protein. The 
beans can be eaten cooked, and are sometimes roasted 
in fire and then split into halves, at which point they are 
called groats [gerisim]. 

Beans were often split in two along their seams in 
preparation for cooking. A split bean was a convenient 
measure for a small area, such as that of a mark or a stain, 
since the interior side was smooth and could be laid down 
flat on the skin or a piece of cloth. Among contemporary 
halakhic authorities, the area of a broad bean is held to be 
equal to that of a circle between 19 and 21 mm in diameter. 


Flowering broad bean plant 
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How large a stain may a woman attribute to a louse?" Rabbi 
Hanina ben Antigonus says: It can be up to the area of a split 
bean.’ And she may attribute the stain to a louse even if she does 
not remember that she killed it. And she may attribute the blood 
stain to her son or to her husband" in a case where one of them is 
near her and has a wound. Furthermore, if the woman herself has 
a wound, even if the wound scabbed over and is no longer bleeding, 
but it can reopen and bleed," that woman may attribute the blood 
stain to that wound. 


There was an incident involving one woman who came before 
Rabbi Akiva.’ She said to him: I saw a blood stain. Rabbi Akiva 
said to her: Perhaps there was a wound on your body? She said 
to him: Yes, there was a wound and it healed. He said to her: Was 
it perhaps a wound that could reopen and bleed? She said to him: 
Yes it was. And Rabbi Akiva deemed her ritually pure. 


Rabbi Akiva saw his students looking at each other, wondering 
why he ruled leniently in this case. Rabbi Akiva said to them: What 
in this matter is difficult in your eyes? The reason I ruled this way 
is that the Sages did not state the matter of the impurity of blood 
stains in order to be stringent; rather, they instituted this impurity 
in order to be lenient, as it is stated: “And ifa woman has an issue, 
and her issue in her flesh shall be blood” (Leviticus 15:19), from 
which it is derived that by Torah law, “blood” deems her impure, 
but not a stain. Impurity from a blood stain was instituted by the 
Sages, and they rule leniently in any case where the stain can be 
attributed to another source. 


With regard to an examination cloth that was placed beneath the 
pillow and blood was found on the cloth, and it is unclear whether 
it is the blood of an examination or the blood of a louse that was 
crushed beneath it, ifthe stain is round the woman is ritually pure, 
as an examination to determine whether a woman is menstruating 
would not leave a round stain. If the stain is elongated the woman 
is ritually impure; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, son of 
Rabbi Tzadok. 


HALAKHA 


How large a stain may a woman attribute to a louse - “Y 
mhin maz: The Sages decreed impurity only on a blood stain 
that is slightly larger than the size of a bean, which is the area 
of three lentils by three lentils. If the stain is smaller than this 
she may attribute it to a louse, even if she had not killed one. 
But if the stain is this size or larger she may not attribute it to a 
louse, whether the stain is square-shaped or long. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina in the mishna, 
and of Rav Hisda, stated later (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 9:23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:5). 


And she may attribute the blood stain to her son or to her 
husband — abyss ix maa abim: If a woman's son or husband 
had been in contact with blood stains or had suffered an injury, 
she may attribute a blood stain on her clothing to them, as 
they frequently come into physical contact with her. But if 


Rabbi Akiva — xp% *a7: Rabbi Akiva, who lived just after the 
destruction of the Second Temple, was one of the greatest of 
the tanna’im. Unlettered until the age of forty, Akiva was encour- 
aged by his wife, Rachel, to devote himself to the study of Torah. 
After years of study under the tutelage of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Hyrcanus, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya, and others, he acquired 
thousands of students and established his own academy in Bnei 
Brak. He systematized and arranged the many oral traditions, 
and it was the Mishna of Rabbi Akiva as received by his disciple, 
Rabbi Meir, that ultimately became the basis of the six orders 
of the Mishna. 


PERSONALITIES 


there were no stains on them she may not attribute her stain to 
them, unless their activity was such that the blood would have 
sprayed when she was nearby, e.g. the act of slaughter (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:19). 


If the woman has a wound even if it is no longer bleeding 
but it can reopen and bleed - yan TiD xem T22 72 W? ox 
ot wyi: Ifa woman has a wound on her body she may attri- 
bute a blood stain to that wound, even if the stain is on her body, 
provided that the wound is in an area where blood could have 
dripped from it onto the place of the stain. Even after the wound 
has healed, if upon rubbing it may reopen and bleed again, she 
may attribute a stain to it despite the fact that it has scabbed 
over and is not bleeding (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 9:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:18). 


Rabbi Akiva was the spiritual leader of the bar Kokheva revolt. 
He even proclaimed bar Kokheva as the Messiah early in the 
struggle, but later retracted this opinion. Despite Roman decrees 
against disseminating Torah, the aged Rabbi Akiva continued to 
each. He was ultimately arrested by the Romans, imprisoned, 
ried, and sentenced to death. As the Romans were torturing 
him to death, Rabbi Akiva recited Shema and explained to his 
students that he had now had the opportunity to fulfill the true 
meaning of loving God with all of one’s soul (see Berakhot 61b). 
Due to his murder by the Romans, he is considered one of the 
en martyrs. 
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G E M A The mishna teaches that a woman who dis- 

covers a blood stain on her body or her 
garment may attribute its existence to any matter to which she can 
attribute it. The Gemara notes: We learn in the mishna that which 
the Sages taught explicitly in a baraita: An incident occurred 
involving a blood stain found on a woman’s garment, and Rabbi 
Meir attributed it to an eye salve [bekilor]! that the woman had 
previously handled, and likewise, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi attributed 
a stain to the sap of a sycamore’ tree the woman had touched. 


§ The mishna teaches: Or if she was occupied with the removal of 
blood stains from the garments of other women or from her own 
garment, from any source, such as blood that originated from a 
wound elsewhere on her body or even her own menstrual blood 
from a prior menstrual cycle; or if she sat alongside others who 
were occupied with removing blood stains. The Gemara infers: If 
she knows for certain that she sat alongside those occupied with 
removing blood stains, yes, she may attribute blood to this source. 
But if she does not know for certain that she sat alongside those 
who were removing blood stains, but knows only that she was in the 
same area as they were, she may not attribute blood to this source. 


Again the Gemara comments: We learn in the mishna that which 
the Sages taught explicitly in a baraita: Ifa woman passed through 
amarketplace of butchers and it is uncertain whether blood from 
the marketplace sprayed on her or whether it did not spray on her, 
she may attribute a stain to the butchers. But if she is uncertain 
whether she passed by the marketplace or whether she did not 
pass by, she is deemed impure and may not attribute it to that 
source. In this case as well, only if she is certain that she was in a 
circumstance to which she can attribute the blood may she attribute 
it to that cause. 


§ The mishna teaches that if she killed a louse she may attribute 
the blood stain to it. The Gemara infers: If she killed a louse, yes, 
she may attribute blood to it, but if she did not kill a louse she 
may not attribute blood to it. The Gemara asks: Whose opinion is 
expressed in the mishna? The Gemara answers that it is the opinion 
of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, as it is taught in a baraita: If a 
woman killed a louse before finding blood, she may attribute blood 
to it. If she did not kill a louse she may not attribute blood to it; 
this is the statement of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. And the 
Rabbis say: Both in this case and in that case she may attribute 
blood to a louse. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said there is a difficulty with regard 
to both his opinion and that of the Rabbis: According to my state- 
ment, that a woman may attribute a stain only to a creature she 
actually killed, there is no limit; and according to the statement 
of my colleagues, who rule that she may attribute a stain to a louse 
even if she had not killed one, there is no end. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel explains: According to my statement, 
there is no limit to the size of the stain she found, as she is impure 
even if it is as small as a mustard seed. Consequently, you have no 
woman who is pure to her husband, as you have no bed of any 
sort on which there are not several drops of blood of a louse. 
Since I rule that a woman may attribute blood to a louse only if she 
previously killed one, all women will be in a state of impurity to 
their husbands. 


Sycamore — mmap: The sycamore, Ficus sycomorus L, is a tall, wide 
tree similar to a fig tree. Although it is possible to eat the fruits of a 
sycamore tree, it is usually grown for its wood, as the trunk is wide, 
large, and relatively light. In general, a sycamore is left to grow until 


BACKGROUND 
it reaches a significant size, at which point it is chopped down. The 
remaining part of the tree grows again, and is chopped down again 
every few years. Sycamore trees thrive in heat and grow primarily 
in plains, not in mountainous regions. 


LANGUAGE 


Eye salve [kilor] - aby: From the Greek koMAvptov, 


kollurion, meaning a salve for the eyes. 
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HALAKHA 

She may attribute a stain to a bedbug - mhin 
wawaa: If a woman killed a bedbug or smelled its 
odor, and subsequently found a blood stain on her 
clothing, she may attribute the stain to the bedbug 
if the stain is up to the width of a lupine seed, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak. The Rashba and Rabbeinu Yeruham main- 
tain that in places where bedbugs are common a 
woman may attribute even a stain the width of a 
lupine seed to them, and even if she has not killed 
one (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:7, and see Shakh 
there). 


If he tasted the taste of a bedbug in his mouth - 
v23 wawa oyy nyy: One whois eating and tastes 
a bedbug must spit the food out of his mouth, in 
accordance with the mishna in tractate Terumot 
(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:13). 
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By contrast, according to the statement of my colleagues there is 
no end to the advantage their ruling provides to women, because if 
their ruling is accepted you have no woman who is not pure to her 
husband, as you have no sheet of any sort on which there are not 
several blood drops, and every woman can attribute all these drops 
to a louse, even if she had not killed one. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel continues: But the statement of Rabbi 

Hanina ben Antigonus appears to be more correct than my state- 
ment and their statement, as Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus would 

say: How large a stain may a woman attribute to a louse? It can be 

up to the area of a split bean. And therefore we concede to his 

opinion and accept his statement. The Gemara asks: And according 
to the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that a woman may attribute 

blood to a louse whether or not she killed one, how large can the 

stain be? After all, some stains are far bigger than those produced by 
alouse. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: She may attribute a stain to 

a bedbug,” which has more blood than a louse, and this applies to 

any stain whose size is up to the width of a lupine seed.’ 


The Gemara continues to discuss the matter of the bedbug. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: This bedbug, its length is equal to its width, and 
its taste is like its foul smell. A covenant is made with it, i.e., it is a 
law of nature, that anyone who squeezes it will smell its foul odor. 
The Gemara explains with regard to which halakhot these character- 
istics of the bedbug were mentioned. The fact that its length is equal 
to its width was stated with regard to the matter of stains, i.e., if a 
stain is found whose length is the same as its width, one may attribute 
it to the blood of a bedbug even if the stain is larger than the area of 
a split bean. 


The statement that its taste is like its foul smell is applicable with 
regard to the matter of the partaking of teruma, the portion of the 
produce designated for the priest, as we learned in a mishna (Teru- 
mot 8:2): Or ifhe tasted the taste ofa bedbug in his mouth," which 
is prohibited for consumption, this person must spit out the con- 
tents of his mouth, despite the fact that it is generally prohibited to 
waste teruma. How does he know that there is a bedbug in his mouth? 
He knows because its taste is like its foul smell. And still, how does 
he know the smell of a bedbug? In answer to this question the baraita 
explains that one does not err with regard to the smell of the bedbug, 
as a covenant is made with it that anyone who squeezes it will smell 
its foul odor, and therefore it is a well-known smell. 


Bedbug — waws: This is an insect with a flattened and elliptical 
body, 3-5 mm in length, and reddish dark-brown in color. It has 
a characteristic proboscis on the front of its head that it uses for 
sucking. This bug is known for the foul smell it emits. 


Lupine - pyaWM: Lupine is the name for several plants from the 
legume family. The cultivated lupine, Lupines termis, and the yellow 
lupine, L. luteus, are particularly common. The lupine seeds grow 
inside pods. The seeds themselves are round, with a diameter of 


up to 15 mm in the cultivated lupine. 


BACKGROUND 
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The mishna teaches that a woman may attribute a blood stain as 
having come from another entity and remain pure. In this regard 
Rav Ashi says: In the case of a town in which there are pigs," one 
need not be concerned for stains found on the body or clothes of 
a woman living there. Since pigs wander the streets and often have 
stains of blood on them, and their living areas attract bugs of all 
kinds, any blood stain found on a woman can be attributed to the 
pigs. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: And this town of Dukeret,® 
where there are many slaughterhouses, garbage heaps, and bugs, is 
considered like a town in which there are pigs. 


§ The mishna teaches: How large a stain may a woman attribute 
to a louse? Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says: It can be up to the 
area of a split bean. The Gemara notes that the meaning of the state- 
ment of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus is a matter of dispute among 
the Sages. Rav Huna says: If the stain was the size of a split bean 
she may not attribute it to the blood of a louse; if it was less than 
the size of a split bean she may attribute it to the blood of a louse. 
And Rav Hisda says: Even if it was the size of a split bean she may 
still attribute it to the blood of a louse; but if the stain was more 
than the size of a split bean she may not attribute" it to the blood 
ofa louse. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that these Sages disagree with 
regard to the matter of: Up to and including. As Rav Huna main- 
tains that the term: Up to, means: Up to the measure but not 
including the measure, and since Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus said 
that a stain can be up to the area of a split bean, this does not include 
the size of a bean itself. And Rav Hisda maintains that the term 
means: Up to and including the measure. 


The Gemara responds: Rav Huna could say to you that there are 
instances where the term means up to and including the measure, 
and there are instances where it means up to and not including 
the measure. And both here, where it means up to and not including 
the measure, it is intended as a stringency, as in the statement of 
Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus; and there, where it means up to and 
including the measure, it is likewise intended as a stringency. 


And Rav Hisda could say to you that in general I will say to you 
that when it leads to a stringency, we say that the term: Up to, 
means up to and including the measure, whereas if it leads to a 
leniency we do not say so. And here, with regard to stains, I inter- 
pret the term in this manner despite the fact that it entails a leniency, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu. As Rabbi 
Abbahu says: All measures of the Sages must be interpreted strin- 
gently, except for the measure of a split bean as a standard for 
stains of blood found on a woman's clothing, which is interpreted 
leniently. Therefore, even if the stain is exactly the size ofa bean the 
woman remains pure. 


HALAKHA 


A town in which there are pigs — on 7a Ww Wy: In a place 
where there are pigs, or where pigs constantly enter, a woman 
does not need to be concerned for a stain found on her cloth- 
ing. Some authorities maintain that nowadays one may not 
attribute stains to pigs (Josafot), but the Rashba comments 
that he does not know the reasoning behind this statement. 
The early commentaries explain that wherever Jews live 
in their own neighborhood it is considered a separate town 
for the purposes of this halakha, and therefore a woman may 
attribute a stain to pigs only if it is clear that she was near them 
(Maggid Mishne). The later commentaries suggest this is the 
reason why this halakha is omitted by the Shulhan Arukh, as 
repulsive creatures are uncommon in Jewish areas. In addition, 


any such animals owned by gentiles are kept in the gentiles’ 
houses (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:28; Arukh 
HaShulhan, Yoreh De‘a 190:73; see Tur, Yoreh De'a 190). 


More than the size of a split bean she may not attribute — 
mhin Alyx DBI IM: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Hisda, who rules that a woman may attribute 
a stain up to the size of a bean to the blood of a louse, even if 
she did not kill one. But if it is larger than a bean she may not 
attribute it to a louse, whether it is square-shaped or elongated 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:23; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 190:5). 


BACKGROUND 
Dukeret - n7: The location of this place is uncertain. 
Some identify it with what is now the city of Wasit, west of 
the Tigris River. Apparently, several important Sages, includ- 
ing Rav Huna and Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, lived in this city 
or in its neighboring villages. 
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Perek VIII 
Dafs59 Amuda 


NOTES 
Small [/ematta] drops of blood and large [/emala] drops 
of blood - Abyab maT 90) Me) DaT +9: Although 
the Hebrew words /ematta and lemala literally mean 
below and above, respectively, Rashi explains that in this 
context the Gemara is referring to small and big drops. 
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Some say this halakha as a distinct matter, not specifically as an 
explanation of the mishna: Rav Huna says the area of a split bean 
is considered the same as the area of greater than a split bean. And 
Rav Hisda says the area of a split bean is considered the same as 
the area of less than a split bean. And these two amora’im disagree 
with regard to the matter of up to, whether it means including or 
not including the measure itself, as discussed in this case here, with 
regard to stains. The Gemara raises an objection: 


If there were on a woman's body small drops of blood and large 
drops of blood," she may attribute these drops to an external 
source, even with regard to the largest drop, provided that it is up 
to the size of a split bean. What, is it not that a drop the size of a 
split bean itself is considered small, like a drop that is less than the 
size of a bean, which contradicts the opinion of Rav Huna? The 
Gemara responds: No, it means that a drop exactly the size ofa split 
bean is like a large drop, i.e., a drop greater than a bean. 


It was stated: If a stain was found on a woman and it was the size 
ofa split bean and slightly more, which is too large to be attributed 
to a louse, and in that area that was slightly more than a bean there 
was a squashed louse," what is the status of that woman? Rabbi 
Hanina says she is ritually impure, as the stain is not attributed to 
a louse; Rabbi Yannai says she is pure. The Gemara explains their 
opinions: Rabbi Hanina says she is impure, in accordance with the 
halakha that a woman may attribute a stain to a louse only with 
regard to a stain whose area is up to the area ofa split bean, whereas 
with regard to a stain the size of a split bean and slightly more, she 
may not attribute it to a louse. 


By contrast, Rabbi Yannai says she is pure, as he maintains that this 
statement that one may not attribute a stain larger than a bean to a 
louse applies only where there is no louse squashed on the stain. 
But in a case where there is a louse squashed on the stain it is 
apparent that this blood that causes the stain to be slightly more 
than the size of a bean is the blood of a louse. Since it is visibly 
squashed there, there is no uncertainty in this regard. When that 
area is subtracted one is left with a stain that is the size of a split 
bean, and one may say that since in general a woman attributes a 
stain the size of a bean to a louse, here too, she may attribute the 
stain to another, second louse. 


HALAKHA 


If there were on a woman's body small drops of blood and 
large drops of blood - nway ont axa mwah ont ay Dy vn: 
If a woman found two blood stains, one above her belt and the 
other below it, and she knows she did not jump backward, she 
is pure, as it is reasonable to assume that just as the upper stain 
must have come from an outside source the same is true of the 
lower one. This is the halakha only if the upper stain is larger than 
a bean, as it certainly came from the outside. But if it is no larger 
than a bean it is possible that it is from a louse, and in that case, 
if the lower stain is larger than a bean she is impure, in accor- 
dance with the baraita. It should be noted that this interpretation, 
according to which the terms /ematta and lemala in the baraita 
mean below and above, does not follow the explanation of Rashi 


(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:17). 


And in that area that was slightly more there was a squashed 
louse - nbiowi ja mp1 Tiy inixy: With regard to a woman who 
found a stain larger than a bean, the Rambam maintains she may 
not attribute it to a louse even if a louse was found crushed on 
the stain, as the blood stain of a louse would be no larger than 
a bean; this is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina. 
Other commentaries rule that she is pure, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yannai (Ramban; Rashba). Their reasoning is that 
since part of the stain was certainly caused by the louse the rest 
can also be attributed to a louse, because this remaining part is 
no larger than a bean (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
9:23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:28). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


KYR DNIA TPPU AMI Sy ya 
rat van amg tip) pasa py 
Sx BT) VEN NPI 


PO) TKD NINI W- KaT YAN 
POYI KYT KYN - aap ONT NIIN 
KYTIN xon- APOYNIT NDT bax 
2 son MA AAD TNT XY ab shox 
xD bax biog ia MDT MDT 

2whn KD- nding ja TOW py 


TZA ps - DINSA PYDI yaw NA 
mana ta Tin px -onna nny aa 
axa MTD we NT DT 


PH NY DDS PERNT AD N? 
ARID? PN I N TH PRR IW 


ow - isy DNI bipw KDT mn 
bor MI oh M3 bor pyyn a 
J2ynwa xp nye xa - x27 


TAA- TRY pra PY KYM NIAY 
- DITKA TEYM Dn pIa Taia 
AKV MppYM ninw ia nbin py 


With regard to the dispute between Rabbi Hanina and Rabbi Yannai, 
Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: If a woman was occupied with 
an item the size of a split bean, e.g., the blood of a slaughtered 
bird, or eye salve, and then a stain was found on her the size of a 
split bean and slightly more," what is the halakha? Rabbi Yirmeya 
elaborates: The dilemma can be raised according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Hanina, who maintained in the previous case that she is 
impure, and the dilemma can be raised according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yannai, who ruled that she is pure. 


The dilemma can be raised according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Hanina, as perhaps Rabbi Hanina states there that she is impure 
only where she was not occupied with a louse, and there is no 
reason to attribute the stain to that cause. But here, where she was 
occupied with an item that can stain her, it can be claimed that she 
may attribute the stain to that source. Or perhaps, even according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yannai, who said in the previous case 
that she is pure, that statement applies only where a louse was 
found squashed on the stain; but in a case where there is no louse 
squashed on the stain and there is no certainty that part of the stain 
came from another source, she may not attribute part of the stain 
to the item she was occupied with and part of the stain to a louse. 
In this situation everyone agrees she is impure. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution from a baraita: 
If a woman was occupied with a red item" she may not attribute 
a black stain to it. Likewise, if she was dealing with a small item she 
may not attribute a large stain to it. What are the circumstances 
of the second clause of this baraita? Is it not referring to a case like 
this dilemma raised by Rabbi Yirmeya where she was occupied with 
an item the size of a bean and a stain was found on her that was the 
size of a bean and slightly more? If so, the baraita teaches that in 
such a situation she may not attribute the stain to the item. 


The Gemara responds: No, the baraita is referring to a case where 
she was occupied with an item the size of a split bean, and subse- 
quently a stain was found on her the size of two split beans and 
slightly more. In this situation she may not attribute the stain to the 
item she was occupied with. The Gemara asks: If that is so, what is 
the purpose of stating this case? Even if as much of the stain as 
possible is attributed to the item, a stain larger than a bean remains, 
and that part cannot be attributed to that source. 


The Gemara answers that the ruling of the baraita is necessary lest 
you say that one should take the blood stain the size ofa split bean 
that came from the blood of the bird she was previously occupied 
with and cast it into the middle of the stain. In other words, assume 
the blood from the bird is in the middle of the large stain, joining 
together two smaller stains. Consequently, one could say: Go here 
and measure the stain on this side, and there is no measure that 
transmits impurity, as it is less than the size of a bean, and likewise, 
go there, to the other side, and there is no measure that transmits 
impurity. Therefore, the baraita teaches us that this is not so, and in 
such a case she is impure. 


Rava says: If one type ofa stain was found on a woman, e.g., a stain 
from the sap of a sycamore tree or an eye salve, she may attribute 
other stains to that source, even if the stains are of several types, i.e., 
if they differ in color from the first stain. The Gemara raises an 
objection to the opinion of Rava from the aforementioned baraita: 
If a woman was occupied with a red item she may not attribute a 
black stain to it. The Gemara answers: A situation where she was 
occupied is different from Rava’s case. Since she was occupied with 
ared item, there is no reason to attribute a black stain to that source. 
In Rava’s case, by contrast, she was not occupied with any item, and 
therefore one can say that just as a stain of one type was sprayed 
upon her without her knowledge, the same occurred with regard to 
the other types of stains. 


HALAKHA 


If she was occupied with an item the size of a split 
bean and a stain was found on her the size of a split 
bean and more - D'333 why NYI) DD Pon 
‘tips: Ifa woman was invo ved with blood that could 
not have produced a stain larger than a split bean, and 
she found on herself a stain as big as two split beans, 
some commentaries maintain that she may attribute 
the area of a split bean to the blood she was occupied 
with, and the area of the other split bean to a louse, 
and she is therefore pure. If the stain was larger than 
two split beans, however, she is impure (Rashba; Ra’ah). 
Others rule stringently, that she is impure even if the 
stain is only as large as two split beans, in accordance 
with the plain meaning of the baraita (Rosh; Tur). The 
Rema writes that one may rely on the lenient opinion, 
as the halakha is generally lenient with regard to stains 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:26; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:26). 


If a woman was occupied with a red item - 77oyN, 
DitKa: In the case of a woman who was occupied with 
a red item and she found a black stain on herself, or the 
reverse, she may not attribute the stain to that source, 
in accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:27; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 190:23). 
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HALAKHA 


Where she was occupied with a slaughtered 
chicken which has several types of blood - 
xt ia] maa ma WNT ninna MPBLIINT: Ifa 
woman was involved with a slaughtered chicken 
she may attribute a stain to it if the stain is red, black, 
or the color of the crocus plant, as the blood that 
emerges from a slaughtered chicken is red, the blood 
of its limbs is black, and the blood of its intestines is 
the color of the crocus plant (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:27; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
190:24). 


But the impurity of blood stains themselves is by 
rabbinic law - pay pyy o»: By Torah law a 
woman is rendered ritually impure and is forbidden 
to her husband only if she senses the emission of 
blood from her flesh. But the Sages decreed impu- 
rity on a stain found on her body or her clothing 
and deemed her forbidden to her husband even if 
she did not sense the emission of blood (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:1-2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 190:1). 


Elongated stain — Jiag Ona: If a stain is larger than 
a bean it may not be attributed to a louse, whether 
it is square shaped or elongated, as stated in the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
9:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:5). 


Series of drops — pay pav: If a stain is no larger than 
a bean in any one place, even if there are many drops 
adjacent to each other that are collectively larger 
han a bean, the woman is pure, as each separate 
drop is attributed to a louse, in accordance with the 
ruling of the baraita. Some say this applies only if 
he stains were on her robe, but if they were on her 
flesh then those drops do combine to form the size 
of more than a bean (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 9:6, and see Ra'avad and Maggid Mishne 
here; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:8). 
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Some say a different version of the above discussion. Rava says: If 
a woman was occupied with an item of one type, she may attribute 
stains of several types to it. The Gemara raises an objection to 
the opinion of Rava: If a woman was occupied with a red item she 
may not attribute a black stain to it. The Gemara answers: When 
Rava said his ruling he was referring to a situation where she was 
occupied with a slaughtered chicken, which has several types of 
blood," and therefore she may attribute stains of different types to 
that cause. 


§ The mishna teaches that there was an incident involving one 
woman who came before Rabbi Akiva and he deemed her pure, to 
the surprise of his students. He explained to them that the Sages did 
not state the matter of the impurity of blood stains in order to be 
stringent; rather, they instituted this impurity in order to be lenient. 
The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that the Sages did 
not state the matter of the impurity of blood stains to be lenient, 
but rather to be stringent? 


Ravina says that there is no contradiction between these two state- 
ments: The very institution of the impurity of blood stains was 
enacted so as not to be more lenient than Torah law, but rather to 
be stringent beyond Torah law. But since the impurity of blood 
stains themselves is by rabbinic law," the Sages were lenient in 
specific cases. 


§ The mishna teaches with regard to an examination cloth that 
was placed beneath the pillow and blood was later found on the 
cloth, that Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, maintains that if the 
stain is round it is ritually pure and if it is elongated it is ritually 
impure. Concerning this a dilemma was raised before the Sages: 
Do the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, 
or not? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution from a baraita: 
An elongated stain" combines with other elongated stains, so 
that if together they form the area of slightly more than a bean the 
woman is impure. But a series of drops" do not combine to con- 
stitute a stain that renders her impure. Whose opinion is stated in 
this baraita? If it is the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, why do I need a combination in the case of an elongated 
stain? Didn't he say that an elongated stain of any size renders 
her impure? 


Rather, is it not the opinion of the Rabbis, and should one not 
conclude from it that the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer, son 
of Rabbi Tzadok? The Gemara responds: No, actually the baraita 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, and when Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok, said an 
elongated stain is ritually impure he was referring to a stain found 
on an examination cloth; but with regard to a regular stain of an 
elongated shape, he does not hold it is impure regardless of its size. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear, as Rav Yehuda said that 
Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Tzadok. Since Shmuel rules that the 
halakha is in accordance with his opinion, it may be derived by 
inference that the Rabbis disagree with his opinion, as otherwise 
there would be no need for a ruling of halakha. The Gemara affirms: 
Indeed, conclude from it that this is correct. 
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It was taught in Chapter Six and Chapter Seven that by Torah law a woman is not 
rendered ritually impure by a stain on her body or clothing, as derived from the verse: 
“And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood” (Leviticus 15:19). 
This verse indicates both that she must see actual blood, not merely a stain, and that 
the sighting of blood must be accompanied by a physical sensation. 


Nevertheless, the Sages decreed impurity even on stains. With regard to the extent 
of this decree, it was determined that in any situation where a stain can be attrib- 
uted to an external source, e.g., if the woman passed through a place where blood is 
frequently sprayed from slaughtered animals, such as a butchers’ marketplace, or if 
the blood might have come from elsewhere on her body, such as a wound, she may 
attribute it to that source and she is ritually pure. The same applies if she had been 
occupied with the removal of blood stains from the garments of other women. 


It was further determined, at least according to one opinion, that the decree of the 
impurity of stains applies only to a stain that is found on an item that is susceptible 
to ritual impurity. It does not apply if the stain was discovered on an item or surface 
that is not susceptible to ritual impurity, such as the ground. 


Likewise, ifa stain was found on a woman's body or on her clothing in a place where 
blood from her uterus could not have reached, she is pure. But if it is possible the 
blood came from her uterus, she is impure. For example, if a woman has a stain on 
her big toe she is impure, since while she walks her toe is positioned in such a man- 
ner that blood from her uterus could drip onto it. The same reasoning applies in the 
case of a robe with which a woman covers herself at night: Since the position of the 
robe moves while she is asleep, any stain found on that robe renders her impure, as 
this blood could have originated in the uterus. 


With regard to the size of the stain to which this decree applies, it was established that 
ifa stain is the size of a split bean or smaller, a woman may attribute it to the blood ofa 
squashed louse. The reason the Sages imposed this decree only on larger stains is that 
lice are common enough that a woman might have inadvertently squashed one and 
had its blood spray onto her as a result. If it sprayed onto her body, according to the 
Rambam she is impure no matter how small the stain, while according to others she 
is impure only if it is larger than a bean. If it sprayed onto her clothing she is impure 
only if it is larger than a bean. The principle in this regard is that the Sages did not 
state the matter of the impurity of blood stains in order to be stringent; rather, they 
instituted this impurity in order to be lenient. In other words, since the impurity of 
blood stains applies by rabbinic law, the Sages were lenient with regard to their status. 


Summary of 
Perek VIII 
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And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her 
flesh is blood, she shall be in her menstruation seven 
days, and whoever touches her shall be impure until 
the evening. 

(Leviticus 15:19) 


This verse teaches that a woman is ritually impure as a menstruating woman only if 
blood emerges from her uterus. Normally a woman menstruates at regular intervals, 
and the Torah states that she becomes ritually impure when this occurs. But it can 
happen that a woman experiences an unusual flow of blood, e.g., while she is uri- 
nating. In such a case, it is uncertain whether the blood came from her uterus and 
therefore renders her impure, or whether it came from a wound elsewhere in her 
body and therefore does not render her impure. If she urinated into a basin where 
a man had also urinated, and blood is found in the basin, there is a further element 
of uncertainty, i.e., whether the blood came from her body or whether it came from 
the man. 


Earlier, in Chapter Six and Chapter Eight, it was taught that a woman becomes ritu- 
ally impure only when she experiences bleeding, whereas if she sees a blood stain she 
is not impure by Torah law. But the Sages decreed that a woman is rendered impure if 
she sees a blood stain. Since there are many types of common blood stains, the details 
of this halakha are complex. The Gemara discusses the extent to which the Sages were 
stringent with regard to blood stains. It further deals with the halakha in a case where 
one can attribute the stain to another woman or another source. For example, if two 
women wore the same garment or slept in the same bed and subsequently found a 
blood stain on it, which of them is impure? 


This chapter also explains how a woman can examine a suspected blood stain with 
certain substances to determine whether it is indeed blood, or merely dye or some 
other red substance. 


It was taught in the beginning of this tractate that a woman who has a fixed menstrual 
cycle and experiences bleeding at the expected time does not render food impure 
retroactively. This halakha applies in a case where there is a set time when she regu- 
larly menstruates. What is her status in this regard if she has a physical symptom, e.g., 
shivering or repeated yawning, that triggers her menstruation? In this context, the 
chapter discusses how a woman establishes a set pattern based on a physical sensa- 
tion. It also deals with the manner in which such a pattern is displaced. 


Introduction to 
Perek IX 
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MI S H N A In the case ofa woman who is urinating and 


saw blood" intermingled with the urine, 
Rabbi Meir says: If she urinated while standing she is ritually 
impure," as the blood could have originated in the uterus. And if 
she is sitting, she is ritually pure, as it is clear that the blood is from 
a wound. Rabbi Yosei says: Whether she urinates in this manner, 
i.e, standing, or whether she urinates in that manner, i.e., sitting, 
she is ritually pure." 


In the case of a man and a woman who urinated into a basin 
[hasefel],"' and blood is found on the water in the basin, Rabbi 
Yosei deems her ritually pure. Even when it is clear that it is the 
blood of a woman who urinated, and there is only one uncertainty, 
Rabbi Yosei deems her ritually pure. In this case, there is a com- 
pound uncertainty: Did the blood originate with the man or with 
the woman, and did the blood come from the uterus or from a 
wound? And Rabbi Shimon deems her ritually impure, because 
there is only one uncertainty, as it is not the typical manner of the 
man to discharge blood with his urine; rather, the presumptive 
status of the blood is that it was discharged from the woman. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that in a case where a 
woman finds blood in her urine Rabbi Meir 
distinguishes between a case where she is standing and a case where 
she is sitting. The Gemara asks: What is different about a situation 
where she is standing? The difference is that we say that while she 
was urinating the urine returned to the uterus and brought blood 
from there, which renders her impure. But if so, when she is sitting 
as well, let us say that the urine returns to the uterus and brings 
blood. Why does Rabbi Meir deem her ritually pure in that case? 


Shmuel says, in answer to this question: This mishna is referring 
specifically to a case where the urine flows in a steady stream, with- 
out the woman straining. In such a situation, when she is sitting and 
the urine flows in a steady stream, the stream of urine does not 
return to the uterus and bring blood. By contrast, if she is standing 
the urine does not flow in a steady stream, and she must strain to 
urinate. When she strains to urinate, the urine can bring blood from 
the uterus with it, whether she is standing or sitting. The Gemara 
objects: But in a case where she is sitting as well, when the urine 
flows in a steady stream, perhaps after the urine has finished, 
blood will come naturally from the uterus, and the flow of blood 
will mix with the urine? 


NOTES 


Rabbi Meir says, if she urinated while standing she is ritually 
impure — ANAY Nip ON MÄN VRA 27: Earlier (14b), various 
opinions were cited with regard to the meaning of Rabbi Meir's 
statement. According to Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, Rabbi 
eir deems this woman ritually impure as one who has seen a 
blood stain, i.e., due to uncertainty. By contrast, according to Rav 
Ashi, Rabbi Meir deems her impure with the definite impurity of a 
menstruating woman. Some commentaries write that according 
o the conclusion of the discussion on 14b she is certainly impure 
(Tosafot on 14b). Rabbi Meir’s reasoning is explained here. He main- 
ains that the urine will return to the uterus and bring blood from 
here. He evidently holds that this definitely happens, and therefore 
he woman is certainly impure. Others explain that Rabbi Meir 
agrees with those who are concerned even for the minority. If so, 
he does not necessarily maintain that the blood is definitely from 


the uterus, but since this scenario is possible, he deems the woman 
impure. By contrast, Rabbi Yosei rules that she is not impure, as he 
is not concerned for the minority of cases (Ran). 


Rabbi Yosei says, whether this or whether that she is ritually 
pure — MAb JD Ii 12 pa Wix pW a7: The early commentaries 
discuss Rabbi Yosei’s opinion, which is accepted as halakha. Some 
claim that Rabbi Yosei deems the woman entirely pure (Josafot on 
14b). Others contend that Rabbi Yosei deems her pure only with 
regard to the status of a menstruating woman by Torah law, but 
that he agrees that she is impure by rabbinic law, like a woman who 
finds a blood stain. In other words, Rabbi Yosei deems her impure 
due to uncertainty (Rabbeinu Hananel; Noda BiYehuda; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 191:1 and in the comment of Rema, and Shakh 
and Beur HaGra there). 
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HALAKHA 


A woman whois urinating and saw blood —1wxt 
DIANNN PIW MWy ww: Ifa woman sees blood 
in her urine, whether she urinated while standing 
or while sitting, she remains ritually pure. Even if 
she feels her body trembling she does not need to 
be concerned, as this is simply the sensation of the 
urine leaving the bladder, whereas the blood must 
be from a wound of some sort. The Rema writes 
that some say that she is ritually pure only if she was 
sitting while urinating (Tur, citing Rosh). Likewise, if 
she was standing and urinating in a steady stream, 
and she found blood in the basin into which she uri- 
nated, she remains pure. But if the urine was found 
on the edge of a basin, she is impure. Others claim 
that even when she is sitting, she is pure only if she 
urinates in a steady stream into a basin; while if she 
finds blood on the edge of the basin she is impure. 
Furthermore, if she was standing while urinating, 
she is impure in any event (Mordekhai; Haggahot 
Maimoniyyot). The Rema writes that the custom 
in practice is to follow the latter opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 1911). 


A man and a woman who urinated into a basin — 
bapa Tiny pog wyw mex) we: If blood is found 

in a basin into which both a man and a woman 

have urinated, the woman remains ritually pure. 
The reason is that this isa compound uncertainty, as 

perhaps the blood came from the man, and even if 
it came from the woman, it is possible that it is not 
uterine blood (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 191:1, and 

Shakh there). 


LANGUAGE 

Basin [sefe/] — bop: From the context here and in 
many other places it is clear that this is a large ves- 
sel into which significant quantities of liquid were 
poured, either for the purpose of drinking or for 
washing one’s feet. In this context, it refers to a toilet. 
In modern usage this word refers to a small vessel 
used for drinking, but that is not the case in older 
sources. 
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Rabbi Abba says: This is no concern, as the mishna is referring to a 
case where she is sitting on the edge of the basin and urinates in a 
steady flow’ into the basin, and the blood is found only inside the 
basin. As, if it is so that after the stream of urine finished the blood 
came naturally from her uterus, the blood should have been found 
on the edge of the basin. Since the blood is found only inside the 
basin it is clear that it came with the urine, not separately. 


Shmuel said, and some say that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. And 
similarly, Rabbi Abba ruled for a Sage called Kala, who inquired 
into this matter, that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei. 


§ The mishna teaches: In the case of a man and a woman who 
urinated into a basin, and blood is found on the water in the basin, 
Rabbi Yosei deems her ritually pure. A dilemma was raised before 
the Sages: In a case where a man and a woman were standing and 
they urinated into the same basin, and blood was found in the basin, 
what would Rabbi Meir, who distinguishes between a woman who 
was sitting and a woman who was standing, say the halakha is? 


The Gemara clarifies the dilemma: When Rabbi Meir said that a 
woman who sees blood in her urine while standing is impure, does 
this apply when there is only one uncertainty, i.e., whether the 
blood came from a wound or from the uterus? Whereas in a case 
of a compound uncertainty, i.e., whether the blood came from 
the man or from the woman, and even if it came from the woman, 
whether it came from a wound or from her uterus, perhaps Rabbi 
Meir does not deem her impure? Or perhaps there is no difference 
between the two cases according to Rabbi Meir. 


Reish Lakish said: Rabbi Meir would rule in this case of a com- 
pound uncertainty exactly as he rules in that case of a single uncer- 
tainty, i.e., there is no difference between the two cases. Reish Lakish 
clarifies: From where do I know that this is Rabbi Meir’s opinion? 
From the fact that the latter clause of the mishna does not teach: 
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei deem her pure. Instead, the mishna 
states merely that Rabbi Yosei deems her pure. This indicates that 
Rabbi Meir deems her impure even if a man and a woman both 
urinated into the same basin where the blood was found. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to Reish Lakish’s opinion: 
If so, i.e., if according to Rabbi Meir a woman is impure even when 
aman also urinates into the same basin, now that Rabbi Meir deems 
her impure in a case of compound uncertainty, is it necessary for 
the mishna to teach his opinion in a case of one uncertainty? The 
Gemara answers: The mishna formulated the halakha in that manner 
to convey the far-reaching nature of the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
i.e., that he deems her pure even in a case of one uncertainty. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, rather than stating the dispute in a case 
of one uncertainty, which serves to convey the far-reaching nature 
of the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, let the tanna teach the dispute in a 
case of compound uncertainty, in order to convey the far-reaching 
nature of the opinion of Rabbi Meir. The Gemara answers: It is 
preferable for the tanna to teach the strength of a lenient ruling. If 
a tanna can formulate a dispute in a manner that emphasizes the 
extent of the more lenient opinion, he will do so. 


Where she is sitting on the edge of the basin and urinates in 
a steady flow — npma Seon now by nawa: The commentaries 
note that it is only according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who 
deems her impure if she urinates while standing, that she is impure 
if she urinates while sitting and strains while urinating. By contrast, 


NOTES 


according to Rabbi Yosei, who deems her pure even if she urinates 
while standing, she is likewise pure if she is sitting and she strains 
while urinating (Rosh). Others claim that even Rabbi Yosei agrees 
that if she urinates while sitting and strains, she is impure (Haggahot 
Maimoniyyot on Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:17). 
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And Rabbi Yohanan disagreed with Reish Lakish, and said: When 
Rabbi Meir says that the woman is impure, that applies only to a 
case of one uncertainty, but in a case of compound uncertainty 
Rabbi Meir did not say that she is impure. The Gemara raises a 
difficulty with regard to Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion: If so, i.e., if Rabbi 
Meir deems her pure when both a man and a woman urinate into 
the same basin, let the mishna teach: Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei 
deem her pure. Why does the tanna mention only Rabbi Yosei? 
The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so, that Rabbi Meir agrees 
with this ruling, but since the mishna left off with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei at the end of the first clause of the mishna, the tanna 
opened the latter clause with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei as well. 


The Gemara asks: But as Rabbi Yosei deems her pure in a case of 
one uncertainty, is it necessary for the mishna to teach his opinion 
a case of a compound uncertainty? The Gemara answers: It is 
necessary for the tanna to state that Rabbi Yosei deems her pure in 
a case of compound uncertainty, lest you say that this statement, 
that Rabbi Yosei deems her pure, applies only after the fact, if the 
woman has already touched pure items, but he does not deem her 
pure ab initio. Therefore, the tanna teaches us that Rabbi Yosei 
deems her pure even ab initio. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan: In the case of aman and a woman who urinated into a 
basin, and blood is found on the water in the basin, Rabbi Meir 
and Rabbi Yosei deem her ritually pure, and Rabbi Shimon 
deems her ritually impure, as there is only one uncertainty. 


Q The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon deems her ritually impure 
because there is only one uncertainty, as it is not the typical manner 
of the man to discharge blood with his urine. A dilemma was raised 
before the Sages: In a case where a woman was sitting and she 
urinated into a basin, and blood was found in the basin, what would 
Rabbi Shimon say? The Gemara explains the dilemma: When 
Rabbi Shimon stated his opinion, was he referring specifically to 
a woman who is standing, who in general must strain to urinate 
in such a position, and perhaps as a result the blood came from the 
uterus? Whereas if she is sitting without straining, in which case 
Rabbi Meir deems her pure, perhaps Rabbi Shimon agrees that she 
is not impure. Or perhaps there is no difference between the two 
cases according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


The Gemara answers: Come and hear, as it is taught in a baraita: If 
a woman urinates while sitting and blood is found in the basin, she 
can attribute the blood to a wound and she is pure, but if she is 
standing she cannot attribute the blood to a wound, and therefore 
she is impure; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yosei 
said: Both in this case and in that case she can attribute the blood 
to a wound and she is pure. Rabbi Shimon said: Both in this case 
and in that case she cannot attribute the blood to a wound, and 
she is impure. 


Another dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to the 

opinion of Rabbi Shimon: In a case where a man and a woman 

were sitting and urinated into the same basin, and blood was 

found in the basin, what would Rabbi Shimon say? The Gemara 

clarifies the dilemma: When Rabbi Shimon stated his opinion, was 

he referring to a woman who is standing, who in general must 

strain to urinate in such a position and perhaps as a result the 

blood came from the uterus, or to a case where she alone is sitting, 
which are cases of only one uncertainty? Whereas in a case of 
compound uncertainty, i.e., uncertainty whether the blood came 

from the man or from the woman, and even if it did come from the 

woman, whether it was from a wound or from her uterus, perhaps 

he does not say that she is impure. Or perhaps there is no differ- 
ence between the cases, as it is entirely atypical for a man to 

discharge blood. 
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NOTES 

She attributes it to the gentile or the menstruating 
woman — ma ndin iran: Rashi explains that in this instance, 
where she attributes the stain to a gentile or an impure 
Jewish woman, the blood stain does not change the status 
of the other woman, as she is already impure. By contrast, if 
a ritually pure Jewish woman loans her garment to another 
ritually pure Jewish woman, and after both have worn it they 
find a blood stain, they are both ritually impure. 


_ LANGUAGE 


Bench [safsal] —bppp: From the Latin subsellium, meaning 
a low seat or bench. 


Bench [itzteva] — xab¥"%: The primary source for this word, 
which appears in several different forms, is the Greek otod, 
stoa. It has several related definitions: Column, colonnade, 
shed, or warehouse. The Sages used this term in different 
ways. In this case, the reference is to a type of bench or shelf 
upon which items are placed. 


_ BACKGROUND 
Bench of a bathhouse - yma bw wavy: In the Roman 
period, one section of a bathhouse contained an elongated 
vessel, similar to modern bathtubs. The lip of this vessel was 
wide, allowing people to sit on the edge while placing their 
feet in the hot water. The bench of the bathhouse is identi- 
fied as this lip on the edge of the bathtub. 


Roman bath with statue on the bathhouse bench, Hertfordshire, England 


Perek IX 
Daf6o Amuda 


NOTES 

Just as a menstruating woman is one who sees, etc. — 
AD NPT TT ma: The commentaries explain that this 
does not mean that she is an actual menstruating woman; 
rather, it is known that she has menstruated at least once 
in her life. This is also the meaning in the case of the gentile 
woman; she has previously emitted menstrual blood (Tose- 
fot HaRosh; Rashba; see Rashi). 
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The Gemara answers: Come and hear the mishna: Since Rabbi 
Shimon said that the presumptive status of the blood is that it was 
discharged from the woman, evidently there is no difference in his 
opinion whether she was standing or whether she was sitting. 


In a case where a woman lent her garment 
MISHNA ' a 


toa gentile woman or to a menstruating 
Jewish woman," and after the borrower returned the garment the 
owner wore it and then discovered a blood stain, she attributes the 
blood stain to the gentile or the menstruating woman." 


In a case of three women who wore one garment" or who sat on 
one bench [safsal],' one after the other, and the garment, or bench, 
was examined before the first of them donned it, or sat on it, and it 
was clean, and after the third one removed the garment, or stood up, 
a blood stain was discovered on the garment or on the bench, all 
the women are ritually impure. 


If they sat on a stone bench or on the bench [ha’itzteva]' of a 
bathhouse,’ neither of which can become ritually impure, the first 
because it is stone and the second because it is attached to the floor 
of the bathhouse, and a blood stain was found on one of those 
benches, Rabbi Nehemya deems all three women ritually pure, as 
Rabbi Nehemya would say: Any item that is not susceptible to 
ritual impurity" is not susceptible to ritual impurity due to blood 
stains. The decree of impurity due to blood stains was limited to 
items susceptible to ritual impurity. 


G E M A RA Rav says: The ruling of the mishna is stated 


with regard to a gentile woman 


HALAKHA 


A woman lent her garment to a gentile woman or to a men- 
struating Jewish woman - mo ae mag pin abewa: In a 
case where a woman wore a garment that she had examined 
and found to be free of blood stains, and after removing it she 
loaned it to a Jewish woman who was ritually impure due to 
menstruation or to a gentile woman who was old enough to 
menstruate, and afterward a blood stain was found on the 
garment, the owner of the garment is pure. The same applies 
if she examined the garment before loaning it to them and 
wore it after them, after which she discovered a blood stain. 
The owner may attribute the blood stain to the other woman 
even if she herself is counting her seven clean days. This ruling 
is in accordance with the Rambam’s explanation of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:29; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 190:41). 


Three women who wore one garment — wdy Dw) vow 
y pbg: If three women all wore the same garment, or sat on 
the same bench, one after another, and a blood stain was found 
there, they are all ritually impure. This applies only if the bench 


ygi 


is made of a material that is susceptible to ritual impurity, and 
if they all have the same likelihood of having a flow of blood. If 
one of them was more likely to experience bleeding than the 
others, e.g., one is post-menopausal, pregnant, nursing, or too 
young to have menstruated, the woman who is less likely to 
experience bleeding may attribute the blood to a woman who 
is more likely to experience bleeding (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:32; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:49). 


Any item that is not susceptible to ritual impurity - 337 bs 
mx Sapa ivg: The Sages did not render a woman ritu- 
ally i impure if she found a blood stain on an item that is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity. For example, if she examined to 
see that there were no blood stains on the ground or on a toilet 
that is not susceptible to ritual impurity (Rema), and then sat 
there and afterward found a blood stain, she remains pure. This 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 190110). 


who is of age and already seeing a flow of menstrual blood, i.e., she 


has had a flow of menstrual blood. 


- TU TA A KINT PKAN 
SOT NT- D AS ITT 


The Gemara explains: From where does Rav know that this is refer- 
ring to a gentile woman who once experienced a flow of blood? He 

infers from the mishna that the gentile woman it mentions is similar 
to a menstruating woman: Just as a menstruating woman is one 

who sees," i.e., who has already experienced bleeding, so too, the 

mishna is referring to an adult gentile woman who already sees 

menstrual blood. 
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Rav Sheshet says: I say that when Rav was dozing or sleeping he 
said that halakha, i.e. it is an error. As it is taught in a baraita: If a 
woman loaned her garment to a gentile and subsequently found a 
blood stain on it, she attributes the stain to the gentile woman. 
This tanna deems it permitted for her to attribute the blood to any 
gentile woman, regardless of her age or her likelihood of bleeding. 
Rabbi Meir disagrees and says: This applies specifically to a gentile 
woman who is fit to see menstrual blood. And the Gemara adds 
that even Rabbi Meir says only that the gentile woman must be fit 
to see menstrual blood, but he too agrees that it is not necessary 
for her to be seeing blood at that time. She does not have to have 
actually experienced bleeding at some point. 


Rava said in response to Rav Sheshet’s challenge: And how can 
you understand that Rabbi Meir is coming to be stringent? Rav 
Sheshet maintains that according to the first tanna of the baraita 
she can attribute the blood stain to any gentile, whereas Rabbi Meir 
rules stringently that she may attribute it only to a gentile who is fit 
to experience bleeding. This is incorrect, as Rabbi Meir is actually 
coming to be lenient. In other words, the first tanna is more strin- 
gent, as he deems it permitted for her to attribute the blood stain 
only to a gentile woman who had experienced a menstrual flow at 
least once. By contrast, Rabbi Meir rules that she may attribute the 
stain to a gentile woman who is old enough to experience bleeding, 
even if she has never experienced a menstrual flow. 


The Gemara provides the reason for Rava’s opinion. As it is taught 
in a baraita: A woman who loaned her garment to a gentile woman 
and subsequently finds a blood stain on it may not attribute the 
stain to the gentile woman. Rabbi Meir says that she may attri- 
bute the blood stain to the gentile woman. But if so, the first baraita, 
which states that according to the first tanna she may attribute the 
blood stain to any gentile woman, is difficult. You must answer 
like this: According to the first tanna she may attribute the blood 
to any gentile woman provided that she sees, i.e., that she once 
experienced bleeding. By contrast, Rabbi Meir says a more lenient 
opinion, that she may attribute it to the gentile woman provided 
that she is fit to see menstrual blood, and this is the halakha even 
though she has not actually seen menstrual blood yet. 


§ The Sages taught a baraita with regard to a woman who loaned 
her garment to another woman who was a lesser zava:" The lender 
may attribute the blood stain on the loaned garment to a woman 
who observes a clean day for each day" she experiences a discharge, 
if the blood is found on her second day, i.e., the day after she had a 
discharge, despite the fact that she does not have a presumptive 
status of seeing blood. It is nevertheless considered that her uterus 
is open and the likelihood is that she will experience bleeding. 


And likewise, she may also attribute the blood stain if she loaned 
her garment to a woman counting seven clean days who did not 
immerse in a ritual bath, and who will now have to count another 
seven clean days. Therefore, the status of the one who loaned the 
garment is fixed, and the status of the other woman is ruined 
and she must begin her counting again; this is the statement of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: She 
may not attribute the blood flow to either of these women. There- 
fore, the statuses of both the woman who loaned the garment and 
the one who borrowed it are ruined, in that both women are 
deemed impure. 


The baraita continues: And both Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi agree that a woman who lends her gar- 
ment may attribute any blood stain found on it to a woman who 
observes a day for a day" if it is on her first day of the discharge. In 
this case the status of the woman who borrowed the garment is no 
more ruined than it was already, as either way she can become pure 
on the following day. 


e publisher 


NOTES 


Zava - 713: The halakhot of a female zava are not 
like those of a male zav, a man who experiences 
a gonorrhea-like discharge. Her impurity is not 
dependent on the type of discharge, but on the 
days on which she sees it. Even if she sees blood 
many times on a single day, they are all considered 
a single sighting. 

A woman has the status of a zava if she experi- 
ences a blood flow not at the time of her menstrual 
period, but during the eleven days after her seven- 
day menstrual period, in accordance with the verse: 
“Not in the time of her impurity” (Leviticus 15:25). 
During the seven-day menstrual period, even if she 
sees blood for the entire seven days, by Torah law 
she may immerse on the night of the eighth day 
and is pure. The next eleven days are days in which 
it is assumed she does not experience menstrual 
bleeding. These are the days during which she can 
become a zava. If she sees blood on only one day 
during this time she is a lesser zava. By Torah law, 
she is required to wait for the passing of only one 
day without any discharge of blood, i.e., to observe 
a clean day for a day she experiences a discharge, 
in order to immerse and become pure. Even when 
she immerses in a ritual bath before the clean day 
is complete, if she does not experience a discharge 
for the rest of the day, once night comes she is 
considered retroactively pure from the time of her 
immersion. If she sees blood on two consecutive 
days she must observe herself on the third day and 
may immerse that evening or during the day. But 
if she sees blood on three consecutive days she 
becomes a greater zava, after which she must count 
seven clean days and may immerse only on the 
seventh day. She then brings an offering on the 
eighth day, after which it is permitted for her to 
partake of offerings. 


May attribute it to a woman who observes aclean 
explain that this is ee her uterus is open, as 
she saw blood the day before, and it is natural for 
women who have experienced a flow of blood 
to continue to see blood for more than one day. 
Although she has experienced bleeding for only one 
day, and therefore does not have a presumptive sta- 
tus of seeing blood, one can nevertheless attribute 
the blood stain to her as it is likely that the blood 
came from her. This is the halakha despite the fact 
that as a result of attributing the blood to her she 
will have to count an additional clean day (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


And they agree that she may attribute it to a 
woman who observes a day for a day, etc. - pw) 
^D OP a3 OP Miwa nying: If a woman loaned 
her garment to a lesser zava on her i impure day, or 
to a woman who has experienced a flow of ritually 
pure blood, or to one experiencing hymenal bleed- 
ing, and she finds a blood stain on the garment, she 
may attribute it to these other women (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:29; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 190:42). 
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And they also agree in a case where the woman who borrowed the 
garment was a woman after childbirth who is observing the period 
of the blood of purity. During these days, attributing the blood to 
her does not ruin her status, as any blood she emits is pure and does 
not affect her status. And similarly, the lender may attribute the 
blood stain to a virgin who engages in intercourse for the first time, 
as her blood is pure, as there is an assumption that it is hymenal 
bleeding rather than menstrual blood. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need the clause starting with: There- 
fore, mentioned by Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel? It is obvious 
that the status of only one woman is ruined, so what information 
does this observation add? The Gemara answers that this clause 
does not add any new information; rather, the baraita taught it 
because of the use of the similar clause beginning with: Therefore, 
stated by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in the latter part of the baraita. 


The Gemara persists: But why do I need the clause starting with: 
Therefore, in the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? That too 
is apparently superfluous. The Gemara explains: It is necessary, 
lest you say that the status of the woman who has the blood stain 
found with her when she is wearing the garment, should be ruined, 
whereas the status of the other woman should not be ruined, 
as the garment was not with her when the blood stain was discov- 
ered. Therefore, the baraita teaches us the clause beginning with: 
Therefore, to stress that both women are impure. 


§ With regard to the dispute between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, Rav Hisda says: In a case of two indi- 
viduals, one of whom was ritually impure and the other of whom 
was pure, who walked on two paths," one of which was pure and 
the other one impure due to a corpse buried there, and neither 
remembers which path he took, and afterward they handled items 
of ritual purity, e.g., the portion of produce designated for the priest 
[teruma] or consecrated items, we have arrived at the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. 
According to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, if one of the two indi- 
viduals was already impure it can be assumed that he was the one 
who walked along the ritually impure path, and the other individual 
remains pure. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi claims that there is no assump- 
tion that the one who was pure retains that state, as it is equally 
possible that he walked along the ritually impure path. 


Rav Adda objects to this suggestion of Rav Hisda, claiming that 
one cannot compare the two cases. It is possible that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi states his halakha only there, with regard to a woman who 
observes a day for a day, as she can immerse in a ritual bath at any 
time, and therefore both women are like each other, i.e., both have 
a presumption of ritual purity. But here, in the case of the two 
individuals walking on two paths, what practical difference does 
it make to the one who was previously impure ifhe remains ritually 
impure? Since there is no change of status, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
would agree in that case that it can be assumed that the individual 
who was previously impure was the one who walked on the 
impure path. 


HALAKHA 


Two paths — pow 39W: In a case where there were two paths, impure due to uncertainty. Consequently, the pure individual 
one ritually pure and the other impure, and two people walked remains pure. This is the halakha even if they inquired about 
along them, i.e., one on each path, and one of the people was their status together. This ruling is in accordance with the opin- 
ritually pure while the other was impure, or even if the second ion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, as the halakha gener- 
person was impure due to uncertainty, the pure individual ally follows his opinion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
may attribute, i.e., he may assume that the ritually impure path Avot HaTumot 19:4). 

was traversed by the impure individual or the one who was 
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And the Gemara asks: How would Rav Hisda respond to this claim? 
Rav Hisda would answer that a woman who observes a day fora day 
is also not fully pure, as ultimately she requires immersion ina ritual 
bath to complete her purification, and yet Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi still 
rejects the attribution of the blood flow to her. Accordingly, the two 
cases are comparable and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would not assume 
that the individual who was already impure was the one who walked 
along the path that was impure. 


It was stated that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: In a case 
of two individuals, one of whom was ritually impure and the other 
of whom was pure, or even where one was pure and the other was 
impure due to uncertainty, who walked on two different paths, one 
of which was impure and the other one pure, and neither remem- 
bers which path he took, one may attribute by assuming that the 
impure path was the one traversed by the individual who was impure 
due to uncertainty, and the pure path was traversed by the one who 
was ritually pure. And everyone agrees with this ruling, i.e., Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi agrees with Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel in this case. 
This statement is in accordance with Rav Adda’s objection, not in 
accordance with the suggestion of Rav Hisda. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yehuda bar 
Livai: What is the halakha with regard to attributing a blood stain" 
to a woman who is already impure due to having seen a blood stain? 
Rabbi Yohanan clarifies his question: I am not raising this dilemma 
to you according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Yohanan explains why his dilemma does not apply according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Now, and if there, where 
one loaned her garment to a woman who observes a clean day for 
a day, which is a case where she sees a discharge from her body, 
and yet you said that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the other 
woman may not attribute the blood stain to her, then here, in the 
case of a woman who is impure merely due to having seen a blood 
stain, where her impurity came from a source external to her, is it 
not all the more so that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would not permit one 
to attribute the blood stain to her? 


Rather, when I raise this dilemma to you, it is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. Rabbi Yohanan clari- 
fies the dilemma: Perhaps it is only there, in the case where she 
loaned her garment to a woman who observes a day for a day, where 
she sees the discharge from her body, that the lender may attribute 
the blood stain to her, whereas here, where it is possible that the stain 
came from a source external to her, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
would not permit the lender to attribute this new blood stain to her. 
Or perhaps it is no different, and Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
would rule leniently in both cases. 


Rabbi Yehuda bar Livai said to Rabbi Yohanan: She may not attri- 
bute this blood stain to a woman who was already impure due to 
having seen a blood stain, and both women are ritually impure. Rabbi 
Yohanan asked Rabbi Yehuda bar Livai: What is the reason that she 
may not attribute the blood stain to her? Rabbi Yehuda bar Livai 
answered: It is because in this case one may not attribute’ the new 
blood stain to that other woman, as her previous stain might have 
come from an external cause. 


NOTES 


Because one may not attribute — phin pau 9: Some com- body, but because of a blood stain found on her body or garment, 
mentaries write that Rabbi Yehuda bar Livai did not answer Rabbi which might have come from outside her body, she therefore 
Yohanan’s question and did not give a basis for his opinion. He does not have a presumptive status of seeing blood. For this rea- 
simply responded that it is the accepted halakhic practice, and son, the blood stain found on the borrowed garment cannot be 
there is no need to inquire into the reason (Arukh). Others claim attributed to her (Rashi). The later authorities note that this form 
that Rabbi Yehuda bar Livai was in fact providing an explanation: of response occurs elsewhere as well (see, e.g., Shabbat 21a and 
Since she is not impure due to blood that certainly came from her Gittin 60a). 


HALAKHA 

What is the halakha with regard to attributing a 
blood stain, etc. — ^3) 093 nibh yma: If a woman 
loaned her garment to another woman, who has 
seen a blood stain, whether she saw that blood stain 
before borrowing the garment or afterward, the 
new stain cannot be attributed specifically to either 
woman and both must be concerned for impurity. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda bar Livai (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issu- 
rei Bia 9:29; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190:43). 
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Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Rabbi Yehuda bar Livai from 
the following baraita: A woman who loans her garment to another 
and subsequently finds a blood stain on it may not attribute the 
blood stain to a woman who was impure due to having previously 
seen a blood stain. But if she loaned her garment to a gentile 
woman or to a woman who was observing days of impurity due to 
having seen a blood stain, she may attribute the blood stain found 
on the garment to that other woman. 


Before explaining the objection, the Gemara first analyzes the 
baraita. This baraita itself is difficult. In the first clause you said 
that a woman who loans her garment to another and subsequently 
finds a blood stain on it may not attribute the blood stain to a 
woman who was impure due to having previously seen a blood stain, 
whereas in the latter clause you said that she may attribute the 
blood stain to such a woman. Rabbi Yohanan explains this contra- 
diction: This is not difficult. This first clause of the baraita is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and that 
latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel. 


There are those who say an alternative resolution of the contradic- 
tion: Both this clause and that clause are in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The difference is that this latter 
clause, where she may attribute the blood stain to the other woman, 
is referring to a case where the blood stain was found on that 
woman's first day, when she had just found the blood stain and is 
impure for that day. Since she is in any case impure for that day, she 
is not adversely affected by having the new stain attributed to her. 
The case where the blood stain may not be attributed to the other 
woman is a case where the blood stain in question was found on her 
second day, i.e., the day after she found the blood stain, when she 
is not impure but merely requires immersion. The lender may not 
attribute the new blood stain to her, as that would render her ritually 
impure for an extra day. 


Rav Ashi said yet another resolution of the baraita: Both this first 
clause and that latter clause are in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, and it is not difficult. 


Here, in the latter clause of the baraita, when she may attribute the 
stain to a woman who had seen a blood stain, it is referring to render- 
ing that woman impure retroactively with regard to the status of 
pure items that she had already touched before the stain was found 
on the garment she borrowed. This attribution of the blood stain 
to the woman who was already impure due to seeing a blood stain 
does not harm her impure status in any way, as items she had previ- 
ously touched were already considered impure. There, in the begin- 
ning of the baraita, where the ruling is that the lender may not 
attribute the blood stain to a woman who was already impure, it is 
referring to her own status with regard to the future." With regard 
to the future, one may not attribute the stain to woman who had 
already seen a blood stain, as this attribution would ruin that 
woman's counting of pure days. 


NOTES 


renders impure any ritually pure items she touched, since she 


Here retroactively, there with regard to the future - jx 
xam x3 ypa: According to some commentaries, Rav Ashi 
means that with regard to any pure items already touched by 
the women, impurity is ascribed to the woman who has seen 
a blood stain. The reason is that it does not affect her status, as 
even without attributing this impurity to her, she retroactively 


is already impure. By contrast, with regard to the impurity of 
ritually pure items that the women will touch, the other woman 
may not attribute the blood stain to the one who was already 
impure due to having seen a blood stain, as this would render 
her status more stringent than it was beforehand (Rashi). 
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The Gemara returns to the objection: The baraita has been resolved, 
but in any case everyone agrees that according to Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel she may attribute the stain to a woman who had previ- 
ously seen a blood stain. This presents a difficulty to the answer of 
Rabbi Yehuda bar Livai, i.e., that according to Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel one may not attribute the blood stain in sucha case. Ravina 
said: It is not difficult, as this is what the baraita is saying in its latter 
clause: If she loaned her garment to a gentile woman, then with 
regard to defining the lender as one who had seen a blood stain, the 
lender may attribute the stain to the gentile woman. If so, it cannot 
be inferred from the baraita that according to Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel one may attribute a blood stain to another woman who was 
already impure due to a blood stain. 


The Gemara raises an objection: But the tanna of the baraita teaches: 
Or to a woman who was observing days of impurity due to having 
seen a blood stain, i.e., it mentions another woman who was already 
impure due to having seen a blood stain. Ravina explains that this is 
what the tanna is saying: If she loaned the garment to a gentile 
woman or to a woman after childbirth who is observing the period 
of the blood of purity, then with regard to defining the lender as a 
woman who saw a blood stain, she may attribute the stain to the 
gentile or to the woman observing the days of ritually pure blood, 
and the lender remains pure. 


§ The mishna teaches: In a case of three women who wore one 
garment, etc. If they sat on a stone bench or on the bench of a bath- 
house, Rabbi Nehemya deems all three women ritually pure, as 
Rabbi Nehemya would say: Any item that is not susceptible to ritual 
impurity is not susceptible to ritual impurity due to blood stains. The 
Gemara clarifies the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. Rav Mattana says: 
What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya? As it is 
written: “And her gates shall lament and mourn; and clean she shall 
sit upon the ground” (Isaiah 3:26). This teaches that once she sits 
on the ground, which is not susceptible to ritual impurity, she shall 
be clean, i.e., pure. 


Rav Huna says that Rabbi Hanina says: Rabbi Nehemya would 
deem her ritually pure even if she sat on the exterior of an inverted 
earthenware vessel." Since an earthenware vessel becomes impure 
only if an impure item enters its airspace, its exterior is not suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity and therefore it does not render a woman 
who sees a blood stain on it ritually impure. The Gemara asks: 
Isn’t that obvious? Rabbi Nehemya himself said that she does not 
become impure if a blood stain is found on an item that is not sus- 
ceptible to ritual impurity. What does Rabbi Hanina add to that 
statement? 


The Gemara answers: This observation is necessary, lest you say: Let 
the Sages decree that she becomes impure from a blood stain found 
on the exterior of an earthenware vessel, due to its similarity to a 
blood stain found on the interior, which would render her impure. 
Therefore, Rabbi Hanina teaches us that there is no such decree. 


Abaye says: Rabbi Nehemya would deem her ritually pure if she 
saw blood stains on small rags that do not have an area of three 
fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths,™ as these rags are suitable 
for use neither for the poor nor for the wealthy. 


HALAKHA 


On the exterior of an earthenware vessel — 


Din 13 ninya: Small rags that do not have an area of three by three finger- 


If a woman sat upon an overturned earthenware vessel and 
when she arose she found a blood spot there, she is ritually 
pure. The reason is that the Sages did not decree ritual impurity 
for any blood spot found on an item that is not susceptible to 
ritual impurity. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Nehemya (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:7). 


breadths - vow by vow ja pew niun: Ifa woman sat on a 
piece of cloth that was less than three by three fingerbreadths, 
and she found a blood stain on it when she arose, she is ritually 
pure. Similarly, if she sat on the ground and found a blood spot 
there when she arose, she remains ritually pure, as the Sages did 
not decree ritual impurity for any blood stain found on an item 
that is not susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:7). 


NOTES 


Small rags that do not have an area of three by three 
fingerbreadths - whw by why ima pxw niyon: The 
Gemara does not find it necessary to specify the unit of 
this measurement of three by three as it is a common 
expression, which refers to three by three fingerbreadths. 
The Sages state that any garment of at least this size is 
susceptible to ritual impurity, as it is suitable for use by 
poor people, despite the fact that wealthy people would 
not use it (see Shabbat 26b). 
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Father — xax: Rav Nahman’s father was called Ya'akov, and 
the Jerusalem Talmud always refers to Rav Nahman as Rav 
Nahman bar Ya'akov. By contrast, the Babylonian Talmud 
simply calls him Rav Nahman. The Gemara in Bava Metzia 
16b relates that Rav Nahman’s father was a scribe in Shmu- 
el's court and would often take Rav Nahman there when 
Rav Nahman was a child. Apparently, Rav Nahman’s father 
taught him most of the Torah that he learned as a child, and 
Rav Nahman would later cite his father as an authority (see 
Beitza 26b). Although there are no explicit statements in the 
Talmud citing Rav Nahman’s father, he was likely a leading 
scholar in his own right. 


| B 
Two women who were grinding with a hand mill and 
blood was found beneath the woman on the inside — nw 
TMI NA OF KY) T bw on Dino yaw Dw): If two 
or three women were working side by side in such a manner 
that at some stage they all move to the inner point, e.g., if 
they were all taking turns using a hand mill, and blood is 
found beneath the innermost woman, the two innermost 
women are ritually impure. If the blood is found beneath the 
outermost woman, she is impure and the two women on 
the inside remain ritually pure. This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion expressed in the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 190:52). 
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Hand mill - 1 bw om: Hand mills were fashioned with one 
hole in the top stone, where the grain could be inserted, and 
another hole on the side for a stick, enabling the grindstone 
to be turned against the bottom stone. These hand mills were 
often used in the home. When flour was produced commer- 
cially, larger mills were used, whose stones were turned by 
waterpower or by animals. Such mills could, in emergencies, 
be turned by people as well; see, e.g., Judges 16:21. 


Close-up of the two sections of a hand mill 
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Child using ancient hand mill 


The edge of a bathtub - 


wany by anaw: Bathtubs similar 


Rav Hiyya bar Rav Mattana taught in the name of Rav: The hala- 
kha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. Rav 
Nahman said to Rav Hiyya bar Rav Mattana: Father’ teaches the 
following baraita: An incident of this kind came before the Sages, 
involving two women who found a blood stain on an item that 
was not susceptible to ritual impurity, and the Sages deemed both 
women ritually impure, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Nehemya. And yet you say that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya? 


The Gemara inquires: What is that incident in question? As it is 
taught in a baraita: With regard to two women who were grinding 
with a hand mill’ and were standing next to each other, and blood 
was found beneath the woman on the inside," i.e., the woman 
standing closest to the mill, they are both ritually impure. The 
reason is that the woman standing further away pushes in to get 
closer to the mill, and therefore the blood stain could be from either 
of them. But if blood was found beneath the woman on the outside, 
i.e the woman standing further from the mill, the woman on the 
outside is impure and the woman on the inside is pure. If the 
blood was found between them, they are both impure. 


The baraita continues: There was an incident and blood was found 
on the edge of a bathtub,’ and in another case a blood stain was 
found on an olive leaf at the time that the women were kindling 
the oven.’ And the incident came before the Sages and they 
deemed both women ritually impure. Since an olive leaf is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity, this baraita is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Rav Mattana answered: It is a dispute between 
tanna’im whether or not the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. As it is taught in a baraita: If a blood 
stain is found on an item that is not susceptible to ritual impurity, 
Rabbi Yaakov deems her impure, but Rabbi Nehemya deems her 
pure. And the Sages ruled that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. 


Kindling the oven - "1357 ny nipo: Many ovens in late antiq- 
uity were made of clay and open at the top. Fire was kindled 
inside to heat the oven until the fuel turned to ash. The ash 
was then swept away to make room for dough that had been 
rolled out flat, which was inserted through the hole in the top 
of the oven and pasted to the walls of the oven or to the heated 
base. Sometimes the oven had a separate fuel compartment in 
its base that allowed the fire to burn while the bread baked. 


to those found in modern bathrooms were in the past found 
only in communal bathhouses or in the homes of the very rich. 
Some baths had a wide ledge on which a few people could sit. 


Roman bathtub 


Remains of clay ovens such as those used in talmudic times 
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MI S H N A Ina case of three women who were sleeping 


in one bed and blood was discovered 
beneath one of them," all of them are ritually impure. If when the 
blood was discovered one of them examined herself and discovered 
that she was impure due to menstruation, she is impure and the 
other two are pure. And ifnone of them examined themselves, or if 
all of them examined themselves and were pure, they attribute the 
blood to each other, i.e., ifone of them is unfit to menstruate, e.g., she 
is pregnant, she may attribute the blood to the other women who are 
fit to menstruate. And if all three women were not fit to see the flow 
of blood, e.g., they each belonged to one of the categories listed in the 
mishna on 7a, one considers them as though they were fit, and all 
three are impure, because the blood must have originated from one 


of them. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that if one of the women 
examined herself when the blood was discov- 
ered and found that she was impure due to menstruation, she is 
impure and the other two are pure. In this regard, Rav Yehuda says 
that Rav says: The other two women may attribute the blood to the 
one who examined herself only when she examined herself within 
the brief period of time needed for the onset of menstruation." But 
if she checked herself after this time, although she is impure, the other 
women are also impure, due to uncertainty. 


abyaw bs SNT, 323 ay 325 The Gemara explains: Rav holds in accordance with the opinion of 


Nixay Ppi - meena 


noha pie -ADVI ApS 
mining pnt - vva abya 


bar Padda, who said: There are three time periods with regard to 
defining a womans ritual-purity status if she sees blood after engaging 
in intercourse. The shortest is the period of time required for the onset 
of menstruation, i.e., for menstrual bleeding to begin. The next short- 
est is the time it would take the woman to get out of bed after inter- 
course and wash her private parts. The longest period is any time 
longer than that. Ifa woman finds blood after intercourse within the 
period of time needed for the onset of menstruation, she must have 
been impure during intercourse. With regard to any woman whose 
husband would be liable to bring a sin offering ifhe had engaged in 
intercourse with her, because she found the blood within that short 
period, if she had not been engaging in intercourse, but rather had 
been preparing food in a state of ritual purity, and then she found 
blood within that short period, all the pure items that she touched 
are ritually impure. 


By contrast, with regard to any woman whose husband would be 
liable to bring a provisional guilt offering’ if he had engaged in 
intercourse with her, as it is uncertain whether he violated a transgres- 
sion for which he would be liable to bring a sin offering, if she had not 
been engaging in intercourse, but rather had been preparing food in 
a state of ritual purity and then found blood within that same time 
period, the status of all the pure items she touched is suspended, 
as their status is uncertain. They are not burned but they may not 
be eaten either. Finally, with regard to any woman whose husband 
would be exempt from bringing any offering, i.e., where she finds 
blood after a longer time period, if she had not been engaging in 
intercourse, but rather had been preparing food in a state of ritual 
purity, and then found the blood after a longer time period, all the 
pure items she touched remain pure. 


BACKGROUND 


were found together and one thought they were both permitted 


Provisional guilt offering - non owe: The provisional guilt 
offering appears in the Torah in Leviticus 5:17-19, and its various 
halakhot are explained in tractate Karetot. The standard case of a 
provisional guilt offering is a situation of uncertainty as to whether 


or not a transgression warranting a sin offering was committed. 


For example, if a piece of forbidden fat and a piece of permitted fat 


and ate one of them, he must bring a provisional guilt offering. 
The offering protects him from punishment until it is determined 
whether or not he actually sinned. If it is discovered that he did 
sin, he must bring a sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


Three women who were sleeping in one bed and 
blood was discovered beneath one of them - vow 
19 NO NA DY sy NN MBA Nw YW OND: 
f three women were sleeping side by side on one bed 
such that their legs were entwined, and blood is found 
beneath one of them, they are all ritually impure. Even if 
heir legs are not entwined, but blood is found beneath 
he woman in the middle, they are all impure. This is the 
halakha only if none of them had examined themselves 
beforehand. If one or two of the women had examined 
hemselves and found themselves to be ritually pure, 
hey are pure while the other one or two women, who 
did not check themselves, are impure (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:32; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:50-51). 


When she examined herself within the brief period 
of time needed for the onset of menstruation — Xm 
Md) Wywa mayyy AP Taw: If three women were lying 
on the same bed and blood was found on the bed, 
and one of them examined herself and found hersel 
to be ritually impure, the other women remain pure. 
If one examined and found herself pure, she is pure 
and the others are impure. These examinations mus 
take place immediately after the blood is found. If the 
examinations were delayed by the amount of time i 
would take to perform an examination, i.e., the time i 
would take to check the folds and crevices of her vagina, 
this examination is ineffective and all the women are 
impure. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion o 
Rav Yehuda citing Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 9:32; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:5)). 
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And Rabbi Oshaya says: There is no connection between her hus- 
band’s obligation to bring an offering and the ritual-purity status of 
the items she handled. Even if her husband is liable to bring a sin 
offering, i.e., when she discovered the blood within the period of 
time needed for the onset of menstruation, the status of all the pure 
items she touched before she discovered the blood is suspended, 
as their status is uncertain. 


Rabbi Oshaya explains his reasoning. Granted, there, in the case of 
intercourse, where the husband must bring an offering, one can say 
that the male organ prevented the blood from emerging from her 
body, and therefore it is clear that she was impure beforehand. But 
here, in the case of preparing food in a state of ritual purity, if it is 
so that there was blood coming out of her while she was preparing 
the food, what prevented the blood from emerging from her body? 


Rabbi Yirmeya says a parable in explanation of the opinion of 
Rabbi Oshaya: To what is this matter comparable? To a child and 
an old man who are walking along the road. As long as they are 
on the road, the child delays his arrival, i.e., he walks at the pace 
of the old man. But once they enter the city, the child hastens his 
arrival, and runs on ahead. Similarly, as soon as the couple has fin- 
ished engaging in intercourse, the blood comes quickly, but the 
blood is hindered from coming out during intercourse. And Abaye 
also says a parable in explanation of the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya: 
To what is this matter comparable? To a man who puts his finger 
in his eye. As long as his finger is in his eye, the tears delay their 
arrival and remain in the eye. But as soon as he has removed his 
finger the tears hasten their arrival. 


§ The mishna teaches: And with regard to three women who were 
sleeping in one bed and blood was discovered beneath one of them, 
that if one of them is unfit to menstruate they attribute the blood 
to each other, i.e., to the women who are fit to menstruate. In this 
regard, the Sages taught in a baraita: How do they attribute the 
blood to one another?" If one of the women is pregnant and one 
is not pregnant, the pregnant woman may attribute the blood to 
the woman who is not pregnant. 


If one of the women is nursing and the other is not nursing, the 
nursing woman may attribute the blood to the woman who is not 
nursing. If one of the women is old and no longer experiences 
bleeding regularly, and the other one is not old, the old woman may 
attribute the blood to the woman who is not old. Likewise, if one 
of the women is a virgin, in this context, one who has not yet expe- 
rienced bleeding due to her youth, and the other woman is not a 
virgin, in this context, one who has experienced bleeding, the virgin 
may attribute the blood to the woman who is not a virgin. 


The baraita continues: Ifboth women are pregnant, or both women 
are nursing, or both women are old, or both women are virgins, 
in this case the halakha is as we learned in the mishna: If both 
women were not fit to see menstrual blood, and yet blood is found 
beneath them on the bed, one considers them 


HALAKHA 


How do they attribute to one another - #3 it nbin %3: If, in the 
case described in the mishna, one of the women was more likely 
to experience a flow of blood than the others, the ones who are 
less likely to experience bleeding may attribute the blood stain 
to the one who is more likely to experience bleeding, and they 
remain pure. How so? If one of two women was elderly and had 
passed three months without experiencing a menstrual flow, and 
the other was young, the elderly woman is pure and the young 
woman is impure. If one woman was noticeably pregnant and one 


was not, the pregnant woman is pure and the other is impure. If 
one woman was young and had never experienced a menstrual 
flow, and the other had experienced a menstrual flow, the one 
who had experienced a menstrual flow is impure, while the other 
woman is pure. This applies even if both women are married (Shakh, 
citing Rashi). If one woman is nursing a baby and the other is not, 
the one who is nursing is pure while the other is impure (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:33; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 190:52). 
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as though they were fit, and all three are impure, because the blood 
must have originated from one of them. 


MI S H N A Ina case of three women who were sleeping 


in one bed" that was located adjacent to a 
wall, and blood was discovered beneath the middle woman,” all 
of them are ritually impure. If the blood was discovered beneath 
the woman on the inside, closest to the wall, the two innermost 
women are ritually impure and the woman on the outside is ritu- 
ally pure. If the blood was discovered beneath the woman on the 
outside, farthest from the wall, the two outermost women are 
ritually impure and the woman on the inside is ritually pure. 


When is that the ruling? It is when they passed into their positions 
on the bed via the foot of the bed; but if they passed into their 
positions on the bed via the side of the bed, over the place where the 
blood was discovered, all of them are ritually impure. If immedi- 
ately after the blood was discovered, one of them examined herself 
and she was found to be ritually pure, she is pure and the other 
two are impure. If two of them examined themselves and found 
that they were ritually pure, they are pure and the third is impure. 
If all three of them examined themselves and found that they were 
ritually pure, all of them are ritually impure, as the blood must 
have originated from one of them. 


To what case is this matter comparable? It is similar to the case 
of a ritually impure pile of stones with an olive-bulk of a corpse 
beneath it, where this pile was intermingled with two ritually pure 
piles," and they examined one of them and found it pure. That pile 
is pure and the other two are impure. If they examined two of them 
and found them ritually pure, they are ritually pure and the third 
is impure. 


If they examined all three of them and found them ritually pure, 
all of them are impure; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir, as 
Rabbi Meir would say: With regard to any item that has the pre- 
sumptive status of ritual impurity, it forever remains in its state of 
ritual impurity, even if one examined the relevant area or item and 
the source of impurity was not found, until it becomes known to 
you where the ritual impurity is. The assumption is that the impu- 
rity was not found because the examination was not conducted 


properly. 


And the Rabbis say: One continues searching the relevant area until 
he reaches bedrock or virgin soil, beneath which there is certainly 
no ritual impurity. Ifno ritual impurity is found at that stage, presum- 
ably an animal dragged the olive-bulk of the corpse from beneath the 
pile, and the pile of rocks is pure. 


HALAKHA 


And blood was discovered beneath the middle woman, etc. — from one woman to the next (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 


Bia 9:34; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 190:50). 


AD DYYNI NA OF KVAN: If three women were lying on a bed 
and blood was found beneath the innermost woman, she and the 


middle woman are impure and the outermost woman is pure. If 


the blood was found beneath the outermost woman, she and the 
middle woman are impure and the innermost woman is pure. This 
is the halakha only when they all climbed into the bed from the foo 
of the bed. If they all climbed in from the side and blood is found 
beneath the outermost woman, they are all impure, as the blood 
might have been emitted even by the first woman as she climbed 
into the bed. Furthermore, this is the halakha only when the blood is 
found on the sheet beneath them. If the blood is found on the shee 
that covers them, they are all impure, as the sheet moves around 


A ritually impure pile of stones where it was intermingled with 
two ritually pure piles - miny oa NW pa DWY Kv ba: If one 
impure pile of items was intermingled with two other piles, and one 
of them was examined and found to be pure, that pile is pure and the 
other two are impure. If two piles were checked, they are pure and 
the other one is impure. If all three were examined and found to be 
pure, then all three are impure until they are examined thoroughly, 
down to the bedrock or virgin soil. If that has been done, all three 
are pure. This halakhais in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:10). 


NOTES 


Three women who were sleeping in one bed — 
nny Mena nie yaw ow) why: The early com- 
mentaries explain that this is referring specifically 
o women who were asleep. Since they move, or 
move each other, in their sleep, it is impossible 
o establish the source of the blood stain, and 
herefore in certain situations they are all impure. 
By contrast, if they were awake, they know where 
hey have been and can credibly claim that they 
did not pass over the area where the stain was 
ound. Therefore, in such a case only the woman 
beneath whom the stain was discovered is impure 
(Rosh, citing Ra’avad; Rashba). 
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BACKGROUND 

Kefar Sava — x39 393: The village of Kefar Sava is men- 
tioned in the works of Josephus as a place where Alex- 
ander Yannai dug trenches to defend himself against 
Antiochus Dionysus. There was a Jewish presence in 

Kefar Sava throughout the talmudic period. Kefar Sava 

is listed in a mosaic found in Tel Rehov, near Beit She’an, 
as one of the borders of Eretz Yisrael with regard to 

produce of the Sabbatical Year. This village was located 

in the area where the city of Kfar Saba is today. 


Tel Rehov mosaic, with Kefar Sava listed 


Shihin — prow: Shihin is an abbreviated name for Kefar 
Shihin. It was a large village in the Lower Galilee, on the 
western side of Beit Netofa valley, and the residence of 
one of the twenty-four priestly watches. Together with 
efar Hananya on the border between the Upper and 
Lower Galilee, Kefar Shihin was known for its produc- 
ion of earthenware vessels. 


Shovels — nia: Although there is no precise record 
of what these implements looked like in the time of the 

ishna and the Gemara, it would appear from descrip- 
ions in the Gemara that they were similar to the Roman 
dolabra. This utensil had several functions, including 
cutting down trees (see Jeremiah 46:22) and digging 
he earth. Generally, a scythe was used for harvesting 
crops, but if one wanted to remove the crops and the 
roots it was easier to use this shovel. 


Roman dolabrae 


Mortar — nwm3i: During the period of the Mishna and 
the Talmud, extensive use was made of mortars, both 
to crush grain in preparation for milling, and to crush 
various types of legumes. Since they were designed for 
use with large volumes of produce, the mortars were 
relatively large, although there were also smaller ones 
for pounding seasonings and spices. Occasionally, to 
stabilize the mortar, it would be attached to the ground 
with mud, clay, or some other adhesive substance, and 
sometimes rocks embedded in the ground were hol- 
lowed out and turned into mortars. 


Stone mortar, Khobak, India 
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G E M ARA The previous mishna taught that if 


blood is found beneath one of three 
women lying together on a bed, they are all ritually impure. By 
contrast, the mishna here distinguishes based on the precise 
location where the blood was found. The Gemara asks: What 
is different in the first clause, i.e., the previous mishna, which 
did not distinguish on the basis of where the blood was found, 
and what is different in the latter clause, i.e., this mishna, 
which does distinguish in that manner? Rabbi Ami said that 
the previous mishna is referring to a case where the women 
were lying intertwined, and therefore it is impossible to distin- 
guish between the woman on the inside and the woman on 
the outside. 


§ The mishna teaches: If immediately after the blood was dis- 
covered, one of them examined herself and she was found to 
be ritually pure, she is pure and the other two are impure. If two 
of them examined themselves and found that they were ritually 
pure, they are pure and the third is impure. If all three of them 
examined themselves and found that they were ritually pure, 
all of them are ritually impure. The mishna proceeds to com- 
pare this case to that of a pile of stones beneath which there is 
an olive-bulk of a corpse. The Gemara asks: Why does the 
tanna need to teach: To what case is this matter comparable? 
The ruling of the mishna is clear enough without this analogy. 


The Gemara explains that this is what Rabbi Meir is saying to 

the Rabbis: What is different with regard to the case of blood, 
where you do not disagree with me, as you concede that all 

three women are impure, and what is different with regard to 

the case of the pile of stones, where you disagree with me and 

maintain that all three piles of stones can be ritually pure ifthey 
are examined? 


And the Rabbis would counter that the two cases are different. 
Granted, there, with regard to the piles of stones, one could 
say that a raven or some other animal took away the olive-bulk 
of the corpse, so there is a reason to deem all the piles pure. 
But here, in the case of the three women and the blood, from 
where did this blood come? It must have come from one of 
them. Therefore, at least one of the women must be ritually 
impure, and one cannot say that all three are pure. 


The Gemara discusses other cases involving possible mistakes 
in examinations. It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir said 
that there was an incident involving a sycamore tree in Kefar 
Sava,” with regard to which they had a presumption of ritual 
impurity, i.e., a presumption that there was a corpse buried 
beneath it. And they examined by digging in that place and 
did not find any corpse. Some days later, the wind blew at it 
and uprooted the sycamore tree, and they found a skull from 
a corpse stuck in its roots. This apparently indicates that in 
general one cannot rely upon an examination. The Sages said 
to Rabbi Meir: Do you seek to bring a proof from there? One 
can say that they did not examine as much as was necessary. 


The Gemara cites another case. It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yosei said that there was an incident involving a cave in 
Shihin® with regard to which they had a presumption of 
ritual impurity of a corpse. And they examined by digging 
inside the cave until they reached ground that was as smooth 
as a fingernail, and they did not find any corpse. Some days 
later workers entered the cave because they sought shelter 
from the rain. And they dug with their shovels’ and found a 
mortar’ full of bones. Once again, this indicates that one can- 
not rely upon an examination. The Sages said to Rabbi Yosei: 
Do you bring a proof from there? One can say they did not 
examine as much as was necessary. 
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The Gemara cites yet another relevant case. It is taught in a baraita: 
Abba Shaul says that there was an incident involving bedrock 
in Beit Horon,’ with regard to which they had a presumption 
of ritual impurity of a corpse. And the Sages were unable to 
examine it because the area of the bedrock was too large. And 
there was one old man there, and his name was Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hananya. He said to them: Bring me sheets. They brought 
him sheets and he soaked them in water and spread them over 
the bedrock. In every place of ritual purity the ground remained 
dry, and in every place of ritual impurity the ground became moist. 
They understood that it was not entirely bedrock, as the area where 
the ground was wet was actually soft earth. And they examined 
there by digging and found a large pit filled with bones. 


It is taught: That pit that they found is the pit that Ishmael, son of 
Nethaniah, filled with corpses,’ as it is written: “Now the pit 
where Ishmael cast all the dead bodies of the men whom he had 
slain by the side of Gedaliah was that which Asa the king had made 
for fear of Baasa king of Israel; the same Ishmael, son of Nethaniah, 
filled with them that were slain” (Jeremiah 41:9). 


The Gemara analyzes that verse: And did Gedaliah kill them? But 
didn’t Ishmael kill them? Gedaliah was one of those killed by 
Ishmael and his men (see Jeremiah 41:2). The Gemara answers: 
Rather, since Gedaliah should have been concerned and cautious 
based on the advice of Johanan, son of Kareah," who warned him 
that Ishmael was conspiring to kill him and even offered to go and 
kill Ishmael in a preemptive strike (see Jeremiah 40:13-16), but 
Gedaliah was not concerned and he refused to listen to Johanan’s 
advice, saying that he did not want to listen to malicious speech, the 
verse ascribes him blame as though he himself killed them. 


§ In relation to the above comment that Gedaliah was killed after 
not heeding the warning of Johanan, the Gemara clarifies what is 
permitted when receiving such a warning. Rava said: With regard 
to this prohibition against listening to malicious speech, even 
though one should not accept the malicious speech as true, one is 
nevertheless required to be concerned about the harm that might 
result from ignoring it. 


The Gemara cites examples of people who were concerned about 
malicious speech. There were these people of the Galilee about 
whom a rumor emerged that they had killed someone. They came 
before Rabbi Tarfon and said to him: Will the Master hide us? 
Rabbi Tarfon said to them: What should we do? If I do not hide 
you, your pursuers will see you and kill you. IfI do hide you, this 
too is problematic, as didn’t the Rabbis say: With regard to this 
prohibition against listening to malicious speech, even though one 
should not accept the malicious speech as true, one is required to 
be concerned about the harm that might result from ignoring it? 
Therefore, you must go and hide yourselves. 


The advice of Johanan son of Kareah — my ja ni? nyy: This event 
sealed the fate of the Jews in Eretz Yisrael after the destruction of 
the First Temple. It is described in detail in the book of Jeremiah 
(chapters 40-41). After the destruction of the Temple, Gedaliah, 
son of Ahikam, was appointed by the king of Babylonia to govern 
the Jews who remained in Eretz Yisrael. Many came to Gedaliah's 
residence in Mizpah to accept his authority, including the prophet 
Jeremiah. Gedaliah issued numerous promises about the goodness 
they would receive from the king of Babylonia in the future if they 
did not rebel against him. One of those who came to visit Gedaliah 


NOTES 


Johanan knew that Baalis, king of Amon, had sent Ishmael, son 
of Nethaniah, to assassinate Gedaliah. Johanan secretly informed 
Gedaliah of this plot, but Gedaliah refused to believe him. On 
Rosh HaShana, Ishmael and his men rose up and slew Gedaliah, 
and on the following day Ishmael killed those who were loyal 
to Gedaliah. Eventually Ishmael fled to Amon, and Johanan 
went to Egypt accompanied by those loyal to him, leaving Eretz 
Yisrael barren and desolate. In commemoration of this tragedy 
the Sages established the Fast of Gedaliah on the day after Rosh 
HaShana. 


was the commander of the army, Johanan, son of Kareah, and 


Gedaliah promised to treat him well. 


BACKGROUND 


Beit Horon — jinin ma: The city of Beit Horon was 
divided into two adjacent towns, Upper and Lower 


Beit Horon, 
tribe of Juda 
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Babylonian exile, there was generally a traditionally 
religious community replete with Torah scholars. 1 


incident in 


[his 
Beit Horon teaches us about the local 


residents’ commitment to observing mitzvot with 


great care. 


Location of Beit 
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While buildi 
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o build defensive buildings there (see | Kings 15: 
or the Kingdom of Judah 
hey dug a pit in which to store water or grain, as part 
of their preparations for a siege. This pit still existed 
after the destruction of the First Temple, and Ishmael 
hrew into it the corpses of those he slew in Mizpah. 
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their reigns. 
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Pit that Ishmael son of Nethaniah filled with 
corpses — Dyhr mma ta beyne» Kaw via: This is 
he pit into which Ishmael, 
he corpses of his victims. Asa, king of Judah, and 
Baasa, king of Israel, waged war with each other 
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HALAKHA 
A garment in which a blood stain was lost - "agw 733 
ona ia: Ifa garment had a blood stain that became lost, 
the garment must be washed with seven specific sub- 
stances and then immersed in a ritual bath. This ruling 
is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:12). 


Perek IX 
Daf 61 Amud b 


NOTES 
If the garment is new one examines it by a needle - 
omaa iptia win: A seminal emission dries after it has 
left the body. When a needle is carefully passed through 
the garment, it will get stuck where the semen is (Rashi). 
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The Gemara cites another case of a report that caused concern. 
Before the battle against Og, king of Bashan, it is stated: “And the 

Lord said to Moses: Do not fear him; for I have delivered him into 

your hand, and all his people, and his land; and you shall do to him 

as you did to Sihon king of the Amorites, who dwelt at Heshbon” 
(Numbers 21:34). The Gemara asks: Now, Sihon and Og were 

brothers, as the Master said: Sihon and Og were sons of Ahijah, 
son of Shamhazai. In what way is Sihon different from Og, that 

God found it necessary to warn Moses not to be afraid of Og, and 

in what way is Og different from Sihon, that there was no need for 

a warning not to be afraid of Sihon? 


Rabbi Yohanan says that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: From the 
answer that God gave to that righteous one, Moses, you know 
what was in his heart, i.e., what gave Moses cause to fear. Moses 
said to himself: Perhaps the merit of our forefather Abraham will 
stand for Og and save him. Og was the one who told Abraham that 
Lot had been taken captive by the four kings, enabling Abraham to 
rescue Lot. 


The Gemara cites the source of this claim. As it is stated: “And there 

came one that was saved, and told Abram the Hebrew, now he 

dwelt by the terebinths of Mamre the Amorite, brother of Eshkol, 
and brother of Aner; and these were confederate with Abram. And 

when Abram heard that his brother was taken captive, he led forth 
his trained men, born in his house, three hundred and eighteen, and 

pursued as far as Dan” (Genesis 14:13-14). And Rabbi Yohanan 

said that the term “one that was saved” is referring to Og, who was 

saved from the punishment of the generation of the flood. For this 

reason, Moses was more afraid of Og. 


§ The Gemara cites another instance in which an impure item was 
lost, similar to the case discussed above involving the pile of stones. 
The Sages taught in a baraita: Menstrual blood is itself a source of 
impurity. With regard to a garment in which a blood stain was 
lost," i.e. it is difficult to determine if the blood is still on the gar- 
ment, one applies to it, i.e., scrubs it with, seven abrasive sub- 
stances that are known to remove blood stains, and thereby nulli- 
fies the blood stain, so that the garment is pure. Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar says: 


He examines it section by section, as by examining each part of 
the garment separately he will discover any remaining blood stain. 


In the case ofa garment in which a seminal emission, which is also 
ritually impure, was lost," i.e., itis not known where on the garment 
the semen is, if the garment is new, one examines it by sticking a 
needle’ into every part ofit. In this manner he will feel if the semen 
is in the garment. If the garment is worn out, one examines it by 
holding it up to the sun, as the sun’s rays will not pass through the 
stained part of the garment. It was taught in a baraita: The section 
mentioned need not be less than three fingerbreadths by three 
fingerbreadths in area. 


HALAKHA 


A garment in which a seminal emission was lost - 1A 773% a worn out garment he must check it by holding it up to the 
yt nW: With regard to a garment in which semen is lost, if it sun. This ruling is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
was a new garment one must examine it with a needle. If it was Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:12). 
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The Gemara cites another case of a garment in which something was 
lost. The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a garment in 
which diverse kinds,’ a prohibited mixture of wool and linen, was 
lost," i.e., it is a wool garment into which a linen thread was sewn or 
vice versa and it is not known where on the garment the thread is 
located, one may not sell it to a gentile and one may not even 
fashion it into a saddlecloth for a donkey.’ This is prohibited lest 
one remove a piece of the garment and sewit onto his own clothing. 
But one may fashion it into a shroud for a corpse," as there is no 
concern that one might remove it from the dead. Rav Yosef said: 
That is to say that the mitzvot will be nullified in the future." If 
this were not the case, then when the dead are resurrected they will 
be deriving benefit from the garment of diverse kinds in which they 
were buried. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef, and some say that Rav Dimi said to Rav 
Yosef: But didn’t Rabbi Mani say that Rabbi Yannai said: They 
taught that it is permitted to place a corpse in a shroud of diverse 
kinds only in order to eulogize him, but it is prohibited to bury 
him in a shroud of diverse kinds? Rav Yosef said to him: Wasn’t it 
stated with regard to that matter that Rabbi Yohanan says: It is 
even permitted to bury him in a shroud of diverse kinds? 


And Rabbi Yohanan conforms to his standard line of reasoning in 
this regard, as Rabbi Yohanan said: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “Set apart [hofshi] among the dead, like the slain 
that lie in the grave, whom You remember no more” (Psalms 88:6)? 
Once a person dies, he becomes free [hofshi] from the mitzvot. 


§ Rafram bar Pappa says that Rav Hisda says: With regard to a 
garment in which diverse kinds was lost, one may dye it, and it 
is permitted" to wear the garment, as wool and linen absorb dye 
differently, and therefore it will be easy to notice the location of the 
other kind of thread and remove it. Rava said to Rafram bar Pappa: 
From where does the Elder, i.e., Rav Hisda, derive this halakha? 


Rafram bar Pappa said to him: It is derived from the mishna, as we 
learned: With regard to a pile of stones that was known to have 
an item of ritual impurity buried beneath it, one continues search- 
ing beneath each of these piles until he reaches bedrock. And if 
the impure item is not there, i.e., if he found nothing, one can say 
that a raven or some other animal took it. So too here, wool and 
flax, i.e., linen, do not absorb the dye in the same manner. And 
since he dyed the garment and he does not know of any mixture 
of linen and wool within it, as the entire garment absorbed the dye 
in the same way, one must say that that thread has fallen out, and 
therefore it is permitted to wear the garment. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Yeiva, said in the name of Mar Zutra: In a 
case of one who put a thread of flax in a cloak of wool and it fell 
out, but he does not know whether it all fell out or whether it did 
not all fall out, it is permitted to wear the cloak. 


NOTES 


One may fashion it into a shroud for a corpse - an nwiy 
nab pæn: The early authorities ask why it is not prohibited to 
make shrouds from diverse kinds due to the prohibition of: “He 
who mocks the poor blasphemes his Creator” (Proverbs 17:5). In 


other words, as the deceased is incapable of fulfilling mitzvot, 


performing a mitzva in his presence is considered to be mocking 
him. For this same reason, the Sages say that one may not walk 
in a cemetery with ritual fringes on his garment, phylacteries on 
his arm, or a Torah scroll in his hand. 

Some answer that the prohibition of mocking the poor does 
not apply to dressing a corpse in shrouds, as the prohibition 
derived form that verse is only due to the fact that the deceased is 
unable to fulfill a mitzva that a living person is performing. In the 


case of the shrouds, the deceased is not violating a prohibition, 


as he does not derive any benefit from the shrouds of diverse 


kinds. Likewise, if a living person has a garment of diverse kinds 
upon him without deriving benefit from wearing the garment he 
does not violate a prohibition (Tosafot, citing Rashbam). The com- 
mentaries further suggest that the prohibition of mocking the 
poor applies only to mitzvot that are considered equivalent to the 
entire Torah, such as wearing a garment with ritual fringes, but 
does not apply to other mitzvot (Josafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam). 


That is to say that mitzvot will be nullified in the future - nxt 
xa pny) niba riya nyin: Some explain that the future 
referred to here is the time of the resurrection of the dead 
(Josafot). Others maintain that it is referring to the time after 
death, when the deceased is no longer obligated to observe the 
mitzvot, but at the time of the resurrection all of the mitzvot will 
once again apply (Rashba). 


BACKGROUND 

Diverse kinds — ods: The term: Diverse kinds, is refer- 
ring to the prohibition by Torah law against wearing a 
mixture of wool and linen (see Leviticus 19:19 and Deu- 
teronomy 22:11). One may not wear a garment into which 
these two materials have been spun, woven, or sewn 
together. Certain other combinations are prohibited by 
rabbinic decree. In addition, the Sages prohibited lying 
on a mattress that contains a mixture of wool and linen. 
One may manufacture, sell, and derive other benefit from 
these garments. 


Saddlecloth for a donkey - sion) nyy: This is a type o 
small blanket that would be placed under the saddle on 
the back of a donkey or camel. It was normally made o 
a soft material such as woven fabric or leather, and it was 
designed to make the ride more comfortable for the rider 
or the load more comfortable for the animal. Owners o 
saddlecloths were not particular about their appearance 
and might repair a ripped saddlecloth by taking a patch 
from another piece of clothing of a different material, 
inadvertently transgressing the prohibition of sha'atnez. 
The Gemara therefore teaches that this is prohibited. 


HALAKHA 


A garment in which diverse kinds was lost - 12%% 732 
oxds ja: With regard to a woolen garment into which a 
linen thread was sewn, or vice versa, one may not sell it 
toa gentile lest he resell it to a Jew. Nor may one fashion 
it into a saddlecloth for a donkey. Since it is not notice- 
able, there is a concern that a Jew might find it and take 
part of it and sew it onto his clothing as a patch. This 
halakha is in accordance with the baraita, following the 
Rambam's version of that text (Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hil- 
khot Kilayim 10:27 and Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 301:8). 


But one may fashion it into a shroud for a corpse — -52% 
nab PI IDH Awa MY: It is permitted to fashion shrouds 
for the dead from fabric of diverse kinds, and even to 
bury the corpse in them. This ruling is in accordance 
with the baraita, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 10:25; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 301:7). 


A garment in which diverse kinds was lost, one may 
dye it and it is permitted — iyaix xs ja Taxv 3a 
sayay: What can be done in the case of a woolen gar- 
ment that has a single thread of linen woven into it, or 
vice versa? It should be dyed, as wool and linen do not 
absorb the dye in the same manner, and therefore the 
thread in question will be easily identifiable and can be 
removed. If no thread is identifiable after dyeing, the 
garment is permitted, as the thread might have come 
out by itself. Since any prohibition due to uncertainty 
applies only by rabbinic law, the Sages ruled leniently in 
this case (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 10:27, and 
see Ra’avad, Kesef Mishne, and Radbaz there). 
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LANGUAGE 


War [pulmus] - pinks: From the Greek móňepoç, 
polemos, meaning war. 


Drum [irus] - DVX: Similar terms for musical 
instruments are found in Arabic and other lan- 
guages. Some say that the name of this instru- 
ment is derived from its use at celebrations such as 
engagements [erusin] and weddings. According to 
most commentaries, the irus, tavia, and tanbura are 
slightly different versions of the same instrument, a 
drum with skin on only one side. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the halakha is lenient 
in this case of uncertainty? By Torah law, it is written: “Diverse 
kinds [sha‘atnez]” (Deuteronomy 22:11), and this is interpreted as 
an acronym indicating that the halakha of diverse kinds does not 
apply unless the item is combed smooth [shua], spun [tavui] as a 
thread, and woven [nuz]. Without these characteristics, the combi- 
nation is not considered diverse kinds by Torah law. And it is the 
Sages who decreed that diverse kinds that are merely attached to 
each other are prohibited, despite the fact that they are not combed 
and spun together. And in this case, since he does not know if it 
all fell out it is permitted, as the halakha is lenient with regard to 
uncertainties involving prohibitions that are by rabbinic law. 


Rav Ashi objects to this leniency. One can say that by Torah law it 
is prohibited if the linen and wool are either combed, or spun, or 
woven. Perhaps the word shaatnez does not limit the prohibition to 
a combination of all three activities, but to any one of them. The 
Gemara concludes: And the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Mar Zutra, from the fact that the Merciful One expresses 
the prohibition in the Torah in one word, sha‘atnez. Therefore, the 
term means all three characteristics together. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: A colored garment renders a 
woman impure due to blood stains if she sees a blood stain on it. 
Rabbi Natan bar Yosef says: If she sees a blood stain on the colored 
garment she is not impure due to a blood stain, as the Sages enacted 
that women wear colored garments, and this decree was made only 
in order to be lenient with regard to their blood stains," i.e., so that 
they do not become impure. 


The Gemara questions Rabbi Natan bar Yosef’s use of the word: 
Enacted. The Sages enacted? What was their enactment? Rather, 
Rabbi Natan bar Yosef said the reason that the Sages permitted 
colored garments to women was only in order to be lenient with 
regard to her blood stains. The Gemara raises an objection: From 
the statement that the Sages permitted colored garments one can 
conclude by inference they were previously prohibited. But was 
there a time when it was not permitted for women to wear colored 
garments? 


The Gemara answers: Yes, as we learned in a mishna (Sota 49a): In 
the war [bapulmus]' of Vespasian? they decreed upon the crowns 
of bridegrooms,"® i.e. that bridegrooms may no longer wear crowns, 
and upon the drum [ha’‘irus],' i.e., they also banned the playing of 
drums. They also sought to decree with regard to colored garments, 
i.e., that women may not wear such garments, but they said: This is 
preferable, that women should wear colored garments, in order to 
be lenient with regard to their blood stains, as a blood stain found 
on a colored garment does not render a woman ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 


Impurity of a blood stain on a colored garment - ona nxaw 
yay 7322: Ifa woman finds a blood stain on a colored garment she 
remains ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 190110). 


War of Vespasian — DÌYDSDX by pubis: This is referring to the 
great rebellion that led to the destruction of the Second Temple. It 
is named after Vespasian because he was the head of the Roman 
army for virtually the entirety of the war, from 67 CE until he was 
crowned emperor in 69 CE. 


BACKGROUND 


In the war of Vespasian they decreed upon the crowns of bride- 
grooms - oynn niwy by ss pirpapx bw pinbipa: After the 

destruction of the Temple, the sages of that generation decreed 

that a groom may not place a crown on his head for decoration. This 

halakha is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Ta‘anit 5:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 5601, 4). 


The crowns of bridegrooms - oann niwy: The Gemara in Sota 
49b explains that the Sages wanted to permit bridegrooms to wear 
wreaths made from various plants and flowers, but it was accepted 
as halakha that these too are prohibited. The use of wreaths for 
brides was prohibited during the war of Titus, although this decree 
applied only to a special crown, the so-called city of gold; it was 
permitted to adorn brides with other kinds of crowns. The Sages also 
banned excessive decoration of the wedding canopy. 
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ay 


to the stain" on a garment to ascertain 


whether it is a blood stain or a dye, as these seven substances remove 
the blood. They are: Tasteless saliva,’ and liquid from split beans, 


and urine, and natron, and borit, 


Seven substances that one applies to the stain, etc. - 7yaw 
^3 0037 by pay paan: If there is uncertainty as to whether 
a stain on a woman's garment is menstrual blood or merely red 
coloring of some sort, one applies the seven abrasive substances 
used as laundering agents in order to test it. If it vanishes or 
fades, it is menstrual blood and the woman is ritually impure. If it 
remains the same, it is coloring and she is pure (see Ra‘avad). The 


seven substances are tasteless saliva, liquid from split beans, urine, 


HALAKHA ~ 


in the wrong order, it is as though no test of the stain has been 
performed. The woman must rub the garment three times with 
each agent, and scrub the garment between her hands after 
applying each one (Maggid Mishne, citing Rashi). The Shulhan 


Arukh writes that nowadays one cannot rely upon this practice as 


the exact identities of these substances are unknown (Rambam 


NOTES 

Seven substances — paap M¥aw: Rashi in tractate 
Sanhedrin (49b) writes that the term: Substance [sam], 
refers primarily to any substance that can be used to 
fix something that is broken or has a defect. For exam- 
ple, the same term is used in reference to medicinal 
drugs, and it can also refer to perfume, which is used 
to remove foul odors. In this case too, the substances 
remove stains from garments. 


Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:36-37, and see Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:13; Shulhan Arukh, 


natron, borit, Cimolian earth, and potash. These seven substances Yoreh Dea 190:31). 
must be applied in the specific order prescribed; if they are applied 
BACKGROUND 


Tasteless saliva -537 pid: This is referring to concentrated saliva 
hat is not mixed with liquids from food or drink. Compounds 
within saliva break up various other organic substances, and 
herefore it is useful for cleansing. 


bonate, Na2CO3, which is found in colorless clusters that crystallize 
rom evaporating water. In nature, sodium carbonate is found in 
desert regions, but in ancient times it was often produced from 
he ash of sea algae. Also called washing soda, this compound is 
highly soluble in water, and when it dissolves it causes a strong 
basic reaction. It can dissolve many different types of fats and was 
herefore used as a cleaning agent as early as the biblical period. 
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Natron - 93: Some maintain that this is referring to sodium car- 


Natural natron deposit 


Cimolian earth [kamonya],' and potash [eshlag].' 


If one immersed the garment with the stain whose nature is 
unknown and then handled ritually pure items with the garment," 
and then applied these seven substances to the stain and it did not 
disappear, that stain is presumably from a dye, and therefore the 
ritually pure items are pure, and he need not immerse the gar- 
ment again, as there is no impurity. If the stain disappeared or if it 
faded, that is a blood stain, and the ritually pure items that he 
handled are impure, and he must immerse the garment again. 


What is tasteless saliva?" It is saliva that emerges from the mouth 
of any person who tasted nothing all night, when he first awakens 
in the morning. Liquid from split beans is created through the 
chewing of split beans" that divided naturally, not by human hand, 
which is then applied to the stain. The urine" that is an effective 


detergent is specifically urine that fermented for three days. 


LANGUAGE 
Cimolian earth [kamonya] — sain: Apparently from 
the Greek kipwaia, kimolia. It refers to a white clay that 
was named after the Aegean island Kimolos, where it 
was used for washing and laundry. 


Potash [eshlag] - Dux: Possibly from the Persian esh- 
gol, with the last two consonants reversed. It means 
a type of ash made from grasses, which was used for 
laundry. 


HALAKHA 


If one immersed the garment and then handled ritually 
pure items with the garment — nivay was by awy apa: 
With regard to a garment that had a stain on it and that was 
immersed in a ritual bath and then came into contact with 
ritually pure items, and subsequently the stain was laundered 
with the seven cleansing agents and it did not disappear, one 
may assume that the stain is from a dye or some other color, 
and the pure items remain pure. The garment does not require 
a second immersion. If the stain disappears or lightens in color, 
it is a blood stain and any pure items with which it has come 
into contact are impure. The garment must be immersed a 
second time, because by trying to remove it, the person has 


demonstrated that he does not want the stain to remain on 
the garment (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 4:13). 


What is tasteless saliva - ben pir px: Tasteless saliva is 
the saliva of one who has not eaten since the beginning 
of the night, and who slept for the second half of the night 
and has not yet eaten anything. Furthermore, he has not 
spoken a lot during the first three hours of the day. If he 
awoke and studied aloud a chapter of Torah in the first three 


hours of the day, it is no longer considered tasteless saliva, 


as speech nullifies the strength of the saliva and weakens 


it until it is like water (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 9:38). 


The chewing of split beans - pp’ now: With regard to the 
cleansing agent of split beans that have been chewed, one 
must chew the beans until they are well mixed with a large 
quantity of saliva in his mouth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 9:38). 


Urine - oo +9: What type of urine is considered to be one 
of the cleansing substances that remove a blood stain? This is 
urine that has become sour by being left to sit for three or more 
days (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:38). 
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HALAKHA 


He has done nothing - obs x) my x: If all seven 
cleansing substances were used to launder the garment, 
but in the incorrect order, or if they were all used at the 
same time, the laundering is considered to be entirely inef- 
fective. If one used the last substances first, the first ones 
to be applied in order are effective, and he must launder 
it again with the last substances in the correct order, so 
that all seven are used in the proper order (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:37). 


If one applied...soap and it disappeared — yia¥.."ayit 
3297: In the case of a stain that was laundered with six 
of the cleansing substances and did not disappear, but 
after one laundered it with soap it disappeared, any pure 
items that came into contact with the garment are impure. 
Although detergent removes a colored stain as well as 
blood, since the person did not test the stain with all 
seven laundering agents there is a presumption that it is a 
blood stain, as it is possible that if he had used the seventh 
agent the stain would have disappeared. This halakha is in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:14). 


BACKGROUND 


Alexandrian natron and not natron from Anpantrin — 
DAVIE M xy nese aM: The city of Alexandria 
in Egypt was the leading cultural and scientific center in 
the world, and remained as such for many generations. 
Alexandrian natron was considered excellent for many 
types of cleaning. 

The city of Anpantrin was located in the north of Judea. 
It was built, or at least renewed and fortified, by Herod, 
who named it after his father, Antipater. The Greek version 
of the name, Aytinatpos, Antipatros, appears in sources 
in various different forms. The city was near the springs of 
the Yarkon, close to modern-day Rosh HaAyin. Anpantrin 
had an advanced industry that manufactured a specific 
type of natron named after the city. 

These two types of natron were different not only in 
the place of their production, but in the methods of their 
production and their quality. Alexandrian natron was man- 
ufactured from minerals in Egypt and exported to Eretz 
Yisrael via the port of Alexandria. Natron from Anpantrin, 
Eretz Yisrael, was made from plants. 


Ice plant - Koy: Washing soda, sodium carbonate, was 
used in antiquity for laundry and bathing, and was har- 
vested from the crystalline ice plant, Mesembryanthemum 
crystallinum L., an annual plant that grows on sea-facing 
rocks in the Sharon region and the coastal plain in Eretz 
Yisrael. It is called the crystalline ice plant due to its glisten- 
ing, crystal-like vesicles. 


Crystalline ice plant field 


LANGUAGE 
Soap [tzafon] - jipy: From the Latin sapo, which was itself 
borrowed from Gallic. This word was adopted by many 
languages, e.g., in modern Hebrew the word for soap is 
sabon. 
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He has done nothing [lo asa velo kelum] — 


And one must rub each and every one of the substances three 
times over the stain, and one must apply them separately, and one 
must apply them in the order they are listed in the mishna. If one 
applied them in a manner that is not in their prescribed order, or 
if one applied all seven substances simultaneously, he has done 
nothing.™ One cannot determine by means of that examination 


whether it is blood or a dye. 

GE M A The Gemara clarifies the identities of the 
seven substances that remove blood stains. 

With regard to natron, a Sage taught in a baraita: This is referring to 

Alexandrian natron, i.e., from the city in Egypt, and not natron 

from Anpantrin,’ which is of a different quality. 


The mishna lists borit as one of the seven substances. Rav Yehuda 
says: This is referring to ice plant.” The Gemara raises an objection: 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Borit and ice plant, which indicates 
that they are two different substances? Rather, what is borit? Sulfur. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from the baraita discussing 
the halakha of plants whose use is prohibited during the Sabbatical 
Year: They added to the list of such plants: Bulbs of ornithogalum, 
and wormwood, and borit, and ice plant. And if it would enter 
your mind to say that borit is sulfur, is there sulfur that is subject 
to the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year? But didn’t we learn in a 
baraita that this is the principle: Anything that has a root and 
grows is subject to the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year, and anything 
that does not have a root is not subject to the halakhot of the Sab- 
batical Year? Rather, what is borit? It is ice plant. But isn’t it taught 
in the baraita: And borit and ice plant? The Gemara explains that 
there are two types of ice plant, one of which is called borit. 


With regard to the Cimolian earth mentioned in the mishna, Rav 
Yehuda said: This is the earth referred to as: Pull out, stick in." And 
with regard to the eshlag mentioned in the mishna, Shmuel said: I 
asked all of the seafarers about the identity of eshlag, and they told 
me it is called ashlega, in Aramaic, and can be found in the shell 
of the pearl, and is removed with an iron skewer. 


§ The mishna teaches: If one immersed the garment with the stain 
whose nature is unknown and then handled ritually pure items with 
the garment, and then applied these seven substances to the stain 
and it did not disappear, that stain is a dye, and therefore the ritually 
pure items are pure, and he need not immerse the garment again, as 
there is no impurity. The Sages taught in a baraita: If one applied 
these seven substances to the stain and it did not disappear," but 
he then applied soap [tzafon]' and it disappeared," any ritually 
pure items that he handled with the garment are impure. 


NOTES 


bs xh) my Kb: know what this is. Various explanations have been suggested. 


This phrase differs from the similar phrase used in reference to 


other situations where people perform a process out of order, 


e.g. a nazirite or leper who brought his offerings in the wrong 
order (Nega‘im 14:4). There, the mishna states: He has not done 
anything [lo asa kelum]. Some explain that the use of the double 


negative term here indicates that the examination has no effect, 


both in that it does not determine whether or not the stain is 
pure, and in that it does not prevent the stain from imparting 
impurity to ritually pure items in the future (Rashi). 


Pull out, stick in [shelof dotz] - yi7 aby: Rashi here does not 
explain this term. In Sanhedrin 49b, Rashi writes that he does not 


Some say that it is referring to a specific type of herb that is dried 
and ground and used for washing and removing dirt from one's 
hands (Arukh). Others claim that it is a type of white clay used for 
laundering clothes (MusafHeArukh). Yet others contend that it is 
a type of salt with cleansing properties (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna), or that it is referring to fine marble chips (Meiri). 


If one applied these seven substances to it and it did not 
disappear - yay x51 pyap maw voy ways: The commentaries 
write that if these seven substances were not used to clean the 
garment, it is impure due to uncertainty (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a190:31). 
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The Gemara raises an objection with regard to this ruling: But soap 
causes dye to disappear as well; why then should one assume that 
the stain was blood? Rather, the baraita means that if one applied 
only six of the seven substances to it and the stain did not disappear, 
and he then applied soap to the stain and it disappeared, any ritu- 
ally pure items that he handled with the garment are impure. The 
reason is that if he had applied all seven substances initially, per- 
haps the stain would have disappeared, proving that it was blood. 
Consequently, the garment is rendered impure due to uncertainty. 


It is taught in another baraita: If one applied the seven substances 
to the stain and it did not disappear, indicating that it is a dye, and 
he then repeated and applied the seven substances a second time 
and the stain disappeared," any ritually pure items that he handled 
with the garment remain ritually pure. 


In explanation of this baraita, Rabbi Zeira says: They taught that 
the pure items remain pure only with regard to the ritually pure 
items that were handled between the first washing with the seven 
substances and the second washing. But with regard to any pure 
items that were handled with the garment after the second washing, 
these pure items become impure, as he was particular about it, i.e., 
by repeating the washing procedure he showed he was concerned 
that it might be blood, and the stain disappeared, demonstrating 
that it was in fact blood. 


Rabbi Abba said to Rav Ashi, with regard to his statement: Does 
the matter of purity or impurity depend on whether or not one is 
particular about the blood stain? If the items he handled on the 
garment between the first and second washings are ritually pure, then 
any items he handled after the second washing should likewise 
be pure. 


Rav Ashi said to him: Yes, the status of purity depends upon whether 
or not the owner of the garment is particular about the stain. As it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Hiyya says: If one finds blood on a 
garment that is certainly from a menstruating woman" and there- 
fore renders the garment impure, one may apply the seven sub- 
stances listed in the mishna to it and thereby nullify it from being 
considered a blood stain at all, even if the stain is not completely 
removed. And he may then immerse the garment in a ritual bath and 
it is ritually pure. 


Rav Ashi analyzes this ruling: But why is the garment pure? After all, 
it has blood from a menstruating woman on it. Evidently, the 
matter of whether or not it is ritually pure depends upon whether 
or not the owner of the garment is particular about the blood stain." 
So too here, the matter of whether or not it is ritually pure depends 
upon whether or not the owner of the garment is particular about 
the blood stain. 


Evidently the matter depends upon whether or not he is par- 


NOTES 


particular about it. They answer that the fact that a specific indi- 


ticular about the blood stain - sop won mapa xoy: Tosafot vidual chooses to nullify it is insufficient, due to the principle: His 


ask: If so, why is there any need to use the seven substances on the 


intention is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all other people. 


garment? It should be sufficient to nullify it merely by not being 


e publisher 


HALAKHA 

He repeated and it disappeared - 3239) (XIW: 
If one examined a stain on a garment with all seven 
substances and the stain remained, and he then 
examined the garment a second time with all seven 
substances and the stain disappeared, any ritually 
pure items that came into contact with the garment 
between the first and second launderings remain 
pure, but any ritually pure items that came into 
contact with the garment after the second launder- 
ing are impure. Since he has demonstrated that he 
is bothered by the stain and wants to remove it, 
the garment is impure until he removes the stain 
and immerses it in a ritual bath. This ruling is in 
accordance with the baraita and the opinion of 
Rabbi Zeira (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 4:14). 


HALAKHA 


Blood that is certainly from a menstruating 
woman — 9711171371 D7: With regard to a blood stain 
that came from a woman who was certainly impure 
due to menstruation, it is nullified by being washed 
with the seven cleansing agents. Once the garment 
has been immersed in a ritual bath it may touch 
ritually pure items. This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:11). 
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NOTES 


As the impure liquid will eventually emerge - gio 
nyh mpwn: A liquid that is absorbed in an earthen- 
ware vessel will emerge from that vessel when it is 
heated in an oven. If an impure liquid is absorbed in 
a vessel, and that vessel is in an oven, that liquid will 
enter the airspace of the oven and render it ritually 
impure (Rashi). 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not teach this, from where 
did Rabbi Hiyya learn it - K3) xn aT mw Xd ay 
a: The early commentaries ask: Following this logic, 
he Gemara should never be able to challenge opin- 
ions of amora’‘im from baraitot that were taught in the 
schools of Rabbi Hiyya or Rabbi Oshaya, as they were 
both students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And yet the 
Gemara is filled with such objections. Josafot answer 
hat those baraitot of the academies of Rabbi Hiyya or 
Rabbi Oshaya that are cited as objections do not neces- 
sarily contradict the rulings of the Mishna, and they can 
be explained in accordance with the relevant mishna. 
By contrast, in this particular case it was clear to Reish 
Lakish that there was no source at all in the Mishna for 
he ruling of this baraita. 
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§ We learned in a mishna there (see Kelim 9:5): In a case of 
pottery, i.e., a chamber pot, that a man who experiences a gon- 
orrhea-like discharge [zav] has used and that has absorbed 
impure liquids" from the zav, and it then fell into the air of an 
oven, and the oven was subsequently heated, the oven is impure, 
as the impure liquid will eventually emerge" from the chamber 
pot due to the heat of the oven. 


The amora’im disagree with regard to the correct interpretation 

of this mishna. Reish Lakish says: They taught that the oven is 

impure once it is heated only with regard to liquids of lesser ritual 

impurity, i.e., that are not primary sources of impurity, such as the 

tears or urine of one who was rendered impure by contact with a 

corpse. But with regard to liquids of greater ritual impurity, e.g., 
urine of a zav or zava, the oven is impure even though the oven 

was not heated. Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to both liq- 
uids of lesser ritual impurity and liquids of greater ritual impu- 
rity that fell into an oven, if the oven was heated, then yes, the 

oven is impure, but if the oven was not heated, it is not impure. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Reish Lakish from the 
mishna: If one immersed the garment with the stain whose 
nature is unknown, and then handled ritually pure items with 
the garment, and then applied these seven substances to the stain 
and it did not disappear, that stain is presumably from a dye, 
and therefore the ritually pure items are ritually pure, and he 
need not immerse the garment again, as there is no impurity. 
Rabbi Yohanan understands that the stain is not definitely from a 
dye; even if it is from blood, such blood that is absorbed into 
the garment to the degree that it does not come out after this 
process is performed, does not impart ritual impurity. The same 
should apply in the case of the oven, i.e., the liquids should impart 
impurity only when the oven is heated and they actually emerge. 


Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan in response: Leave aside 
blood stains, i.e., one cannot cite a proof from them, as they 
impart impurity by rabbinic law, and for this reason the Sages 
were lenient and ruled that they do not impart impurity until they 
actually emerge. But with regard to liquids that are impure by 
Torah law, the halakha is different. 


Rabbi Yohanan raises another objection to Reish Lakish: But 
didn’t Rabbi Hiyya teach: If one finds blood on a garment that 
is certainly from a menstruating woman and therefore renders 
the garment impure, one may apply the seven substances listed 
in the mishna to it and nullify the stain from being considered 
a blood stain at all, even if the stain is not entirely removed; 
and he may then immerse the garment in a ritual bath and it is 
ritually pure? 


Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan in response: You cannot raise 
an objection to me from the baraita of Rabbi Hiyya, since if Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi did not teach this halakha in the Mishna, from 
where did Rabbi Hiyya learn it?" Rabbi Hiyya was a student of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and therefore he could not have included 
a halakha that contradicts the Mishna. Consequently, this 
statement in his name must be erroneous. 


That has absorbed liquids - pwn haw: With regard to 
earthenware that absorbed impure liquids and was dried and 
subsequently fell into the airspace of an oven, and the oven 
was heated, the oven is rendered ritually impure. The reason is 
that the liquid will eventually come out of the earthenware. This 
applies specifically to liquids of lesser ritual impurity. With regard 
to liquids of severe impurity, e.g., menstrual blood or the urine of 


HALAKHA 


of the item they are absorbed in wants them to come out, the 
earthenware renders the oven ritually impure even if it was not 
heated. If he does not necessarily want the liquid to come out of 
the earthenware, it renders the oven ritually impure only when 
it is heated and the liquid emerges. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as interpreted by Rav Pappa 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 14:6). 


a menstruating woman, if they could come out, and the owner 
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Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Reish Lakish from a mishna 
(Oholot 3:2): With regard to a quarter-log of blood from a corpse 
that was absorbed in the floor of a house," every vessel in the house 
is ritually impure by virtue of being under the same roof as the 
blood. The Gemara parenthetically notes: And some say that the 
mishna states that every vessel in the house is ritually pure. And 
these two statements do not disagree, as this first statement was 
issued in reference to vessels that were in the house at the outset, 
before the blood became absorbed; and this second statement was 
issued in reference to vessels that came into the house at the end, 
after the blood had already been absorbed. 


The mishna continues: In a case where the blood was absorbed in 
a garment," it is examined. If the garment is washed and a quarter- 
log of blood emerges from it, it is ritually impure and it imparts 
impurity to the vessels in the house as well. But if not, then it is 
pure, and it does not impart impurity. Apparently, only blood that 
can be removed from a garment is considered blood, whereas blood 
absorbed in the garment is insignificant. This is in accordance with 
the opinion that an absorbed substance does not impart ritual 
impurity, even if it can be removed in some manner. 


Rav Kahana said in response: They taught here a halakha from 
among the leniencies that apply to the measurement of a quarter- 
log. That is, this case is different, as the mishna is referring to the 
blood of submission discharged from a body at the time of death, 
and such blood is ritually impure by rabbinic law." But in general, 
a ritually impure liquid that is absorbed into an item does impart 
impurity. 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan from a mishna 
(Oholot 3:2): Any liquid that is absorbed but that is unable to 
emerge is pure. Reish Lakish infers from this mishna that if it is 
able to emerge it is impure, and that this is the halakha even 
though it has not yet emerged. 


Rav Pappa said in defense of Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion: Anywhere 
that the liquid is unable to emerge and the owner of the garment 
is not particular about it, i.e., he is not bothered that this liquid is 
absorbed within the garment, everyone, i.e., both Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish, agrees that the garment is pure. If the liquid is 
able to emerge and the owner of the garment is particular about 
it and does not want it in his garment, everyone agrees that the 
garment is impure. 


They disagree when the liquid is able to emerge and the owner is 
not particular about it. One Sage, Reish Lakish, holds that since 
the liquid is able to emerge, even though the owner is not particu- 
lar about it, the garment is impure. And one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, 
holds that even though the liquid is able to emerge, 


NOTES 


The blood of submission [tevusa] is impure by rabbinic law - decreed that this blood is ritually impure as a primary source of 


pa mpa Dt: This is referring to the blood that leaves a human 
body just before and after death. The early commentaries write 


that it called by this name due to the verse: “And saw you wallow- 


ing [mitboseset] in your blood” (Ezekiel 16:6; see Rosh). The Sages 


A quarter-log of blood that was absorbed in a house - m» 
maa yhaw oT: If a quarter-log of blood was absorbed into the 
floor of a house, the house is pure from that point onward, but any 
item that was in the house when the blood was absorbed is ritually 
impure. This halakha is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:11). 


Was absorbed in a garment - mp3 Tya: With regard to a 
garment that has a quarter-/og of blood absorbed within it, if the 


HALAKHA 


impurity, even if a full quarter-/og did not leave the body after the 
person's death, and therefore it renders items impure through 
contact or carrying or ina tent, i.e., by being under the same roof. 


garment was laundered and a quarter-log of blood emerged, the 
garment renders other items ritually impure through contact, by 
carrying, and by the impurity of a tent. But if that amount of blood 
does not come out from the garment when it is laundered, it does 
not impart impurity in a tent. Rather, it has the status of a garment 
that touched a corpse. The reason is that any blood that is absorbed 
but cannot come outis pure. This halakha is in accordance with the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:13). 
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Where he passed the middle of the night and was in a state 
of sleep - myw ath nin voy ayw:The reason is that sleep 


NOTES 


strengthens the saliva (Rashi; Meiri). 
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if he is particular that he does not want the liquid there, then 
yes, it renders the garment impure, but if not, then the liquid 
does not render the garment impure. 


§ The mishna teaches: What is tasteless saliva? A tanna taught 
in a baraita: What is the definition of tasteless saliva? Any saliva 
where the person had not tasted anything since the evening. 
Rav Pappa, who was sitting before Rava, thought to say: This 
is in accordance with the opinion of the one who said that he 
did not eat anything all night long. Rava said to him: Is it 
taught: One who had not tasted anything in the evening, which 
would indicate that it is referring only to one who did not eat 
since nightfall? No, the baraita teaches: Where the person had 
not tasted anything since the evening, which means even if he 
ate after nightfall, but did not eat for the rest of the night. This 
serves to exclude a case where he arose early in the morning 
and ate, as in such a case it is no longer tasteless saliva. 


Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: What is 
tasteless saliva? Any saliva where the person did not eat any 
food and he passed the middle of the night and he was in a 
state of sleep." The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the matter 
depends on whether or not he had sleep? But didn’t we learn 
in a baraita: Even if he slept the entire day, that is not tasteless 
saliva; but if he was awake the entire night, that is tasteless 
saliva? This indicates that sleep is not a critical factor in produc- 
ing tasteless saliva. The Gemara resolves this apparent contradic- 
tion by explaining that there, in the latter clause of the baraita, 
it is referring to a case where he was awake all night and did not 
sleep properly, but was dozing off and on. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of dozing? Rav 
Ashi said: It is referring to a situation in which one is asleep 
and yet not fully asleep, and awake and yet not fully awake. If 
someone calls him he answers, and he is in a mental state in 
which he does not know how to provide an answer that requires 
logical reasoning, but when people remind him about some- 
thing when he is in that state that has happened previously he 
remembers it. 


A tanna taught in a baraita: If one rose early in the morning and 
learned aloud his chapter of the Torah, that saliva in his mouth 
is not tasteless saliva, as speech weakens the strength of the 
saliva. And how much learning and talk removes the strength 
of the saliva? Rav Yehuda bar Sheila says that Rav Ashi says 
that Rabbi Elazar says: Any case where he uttered most of his 
normal amount of speech that he usually says in three hours. 


§ The mishna teaches: Liquid from split beans is created 
through the chewing of split beans that divided naturally, not 
by human hand, which are then applied to the stain. The Gemara 
suggests: Let us say that this ruling supports the opinion of 
Reish Lakish, as Reish Lakish said: Tasteless saliva must 
be mixed with each and every one of the other six substances 
in order to remove the blood stain. The Gemara answers that 
this is no proof, as perhaps it is not due to the saliva, but rather 
the heat of his mouth is what helps the split beans remove 
the stain. 


The Gemara notes that the mishna is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. As it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Yehuda says: The liquid from split beans is effective in 
removing blood stains only when it is boiling, and before [over] 
one puts salt into the pot. 
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The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that the word 
over is a formulation of priority? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said 
that the verse states: “And Ahimaaz ran by the way of the plain, 
and overran [vayya‘avor] the Cushite” (11 Samuel 18:23), i.e., Ahi- 
maaz overtook the Cushite. Abaye said: It is derived from here: 
“And he passed [avar] before them” (Genesis 33:3). And if you 
wish, say instead that the proof is from here: “And their king 
passed [vayya‘avor] before them and the Lord at their head” 
(Micah 2:13). 


§ The mishna teaches: The urine that is an effective detergent is 
specifically urine that fermented. A tanna taught in a baraita: For 
how long must it be fermented? For three days. 


On the topic of the urine used to remove a blood stain, Rabbi 
Yohanan says: All the measures of the Sages with regard to blood 
stains require a measure for their measure. There are many types 
of urine, each of which has different properties, and it is unclear 
which is to be used. Is it urine of a young person or of an old per- 
son? Is it urine of a man or of a woman?" Is it urine that has been 
kept covered or uncovered? Is it urine from the summer or from 
the rainy season? 


§ The mishna teaches: And one must rub each and every one 
of the substances three times. Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma 
with regard to this rubbing: Is the going and coming of the hand 
over the surface of the rubbed item considered one rubbing, or 
perhaps the going and coming are considered two actions and two 
distinct rubbings? What is the correct count? The Gemara states: 
The dilemma shall stand unresolved." 


§ The mishna further teaches: If one applied them in a manner 
that is not in their prescribed order, or if one applied all seven 
substances simultaneously, he has done nothing. The Sages taught 
two baraitot with regard to this matter. If one applied the substances 
from the second half of the list, i.e., natron, borit, Cimolian earth, 
and potash, before the substances from the first half of the list, i.e., 
tasteless saliva, liquid from split beans, and urine, itis taught in one 
baraita: The second set count for him, but the first do not count 
for him." And it is taught in another baraita: The first count for 
him, but the second do not count for him. 


Abaye said that there is no dispute between these two baraitot: 
Both this baraita and that baraita agree that the substances that he 
applied second count for him, and not the substances that he 
applied first. And what does the second baraita mean when it uses 
the term: First? It means the first according to the order of the 
mishna, which were the second in their application. 


Of a young person or of an old person, of a man or of a 


woman - MENT ix WNT [PIT ix tht: 


Yohanan there are four factors that determine the quality of 
urine: Age, sex, how the urine was stored, and season. Each 


NOTES 


The dilemma shall stand unresolved - 379m: Although Rabbi 
Yirmeya's dilemma was not resolved, the early commentaries 
write that the reasonable conclusion is that going and coming 
is considered as one rubbing (Meiri). 


According to Rabbi 


of these can cause the urine to be strong and more effective 


at removing the stain, or weak and less effective. For example, 
the urine of a child is weaker than that of an adult, while cov- 
ered urine is stronger than uncovered. Similarly, the strength 
of the urine is greater in the summer than in the winter (Rashi). 
Rashi does not explain whether urine of a man or urine of a 
woman is stronger, as he was uncertain about this matter 


(Arukh LaNer). 


The second count for him but the first do not count for 
him - by x DIVX b Iy DW: Since the application of 
the second set of three substances, i.e., saliva, liquid of split 
beans, and urine, is effective in that order despite the fact that 
it was performed after the other four, one need merely continue 
with the other four, i.e., natron, borit, Cimolian earth, and potash, 
for an effective test of the stain (Rashi). 
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Any woman who has a fixed menstrual cycle - mors dp 
noyAd ww: A woman who has a set pattern of menstrual 
bleeding, and who experienced bleeding at the expected 
time, is ritually impure only from that point onward. She is 
not impure retroactively (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 9:4). 


And these are the fixed menstrual cycles...three 
times, etc. -^9 maya mwhw...ninprT j gY: A woman 
can establish a set pattern of menstrual bleeding through 
certain bodily symptoms. Examples include if she yawns 
or has flatulence, or sneezes (according to Rambam and 
Tosafot), or experiences pain in her stomach or in her 
lower abdomen, or if she shivers, or if her head and limbs 
feel heavy. With regard to any of these symptoms, if she 
experiences that symptom immediately before three 
consecutive menstrual cycles, she has established a set 
pattern and must be concerned each time she experi- 
ences that symptom in the future, and it is prohibited 
for her to engage in intercourse when she experiences it. 
A solitary yawn or sneeze or the like is not considered a 
symptom; it is only if she yawns or sneezes involuntarily 
several times in a row. There is no set time for any of these 
symptoms; rather, each time she experiences the symp- 
tom she must assume that she will menstruate (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:6 and 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:2 and Maggid Mishne 
on 8:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 18919). 


LANGUAGE 
Yawns [mefaheket] — npa: There is a dispute among 
the commentaries with regard to the meaning of this 
term. Some maintain that it means yawn, as it does in 
modern Hebrew (Josafot). Others explain that it refers to 
stretching (Rashi; Rosh). 


Shuddering [tzemarmorot] — ninia: The root of this 
word is tzemer, which means to heat in Aramaic. The 
term, which is borrowed by Hebrew, means shivering 
with fever. 
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MI S HN A For any woman who has a fixed menstrual 


cycle" that is not time dependent, but is 
dependent on a physical sensation, her time is sufficient, i.e., she 
does not transmit ritual impurity retroactively, for twenty-four 
hours or until the last time she examined herself (see 2a). And 
these are the fixed menstrual cycles" based on sensation: When a 
woman menstruates after she yawns [mefaheket],' or after she 
sneezes, or after she senses pain near her stomach or in her 
lower abdomen, or after she secretes a discharge, or after a type 
of feverish shuddering [tzemarmorot]' overtakes her. And like- 
wise the same applies with regard to any sensation of the like. And 
in the case of any woman who establishes a pattern for herself by 
experiencing such a sensation three times" before the onset of 
menstruation, that is a fixed menstrual cycle. 


GE M ARA The mishna teaches that for any woman 


who has a fixed menstrual cycle, her time 
is sufficient. The Gemara objects: We already learned that her time 
is sufficient on another occasion (2a): For any woman who has a 
fixed menstrual cycle, and she examined herself at that time and 
discovered blood, her time is sufficient, and it is only from that 
moment that she transmits ritual impurity. The Gemara answers: 
There, it is referring to a fixed menstrual cycle of a certain number 
of days; here, it is referring to a fixed menstrual cycle based on a 
physical sensation. 


As it teaches in the continuation of the mishna: These are the fixed 
menstrual cycles based on sensation: When a woman menstruates 
after she yawns, or after she sneezes, or after she senses pain near 
her stomach or in her lower abdomen, or after she secretes a 
discharge. All of these are physical sensations. 


The mishna includes the case where she secretes a discharge as one 
of the physical sensations. The Gemara understands this as refer- 
ring to a continuous discharge of blood, and therefore asks: But 
during menstruation she is continuously discharging blood; how 
can this be a signal of the onset of menstruation? Ulla, son of Rav 
Ilai, said: 


And these are the fixed menstrual cycles — ninoy 17 rer: 
A cycle based on a physical sensation is considered fixed only 
after the woman experiences the same sensation before three 
consecutive menstrual cycles, e.g., if she yawns and experiences 


bleeding immediately, and this sequence happens three months 


Aimy 07 Jina Kay oF nyawa 


NOTES 


in a row. But if she yawns once and experiences bleeding, then in 
another month sneezes and experiences bleeding, and then in a 
third month senses pain in her lower abdomen and experiences 
bleeding, she does not thereby establish a fixed menstrual cycle 
(Ran; Ramban; Rashba; Meiri; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189:23). 


The mishna is referring to a case where she discharges ritually 
impure blood in the midst of discharging ritually pure blood." 
For example, if she normally first discharges blood that is not 
red, and it therefore does not render her impure, and then she 
experiences a discharge of red blood. 


Where she discharges impure blood in the midst of pure 
blood — inv 07 Jina Kay OT nyaiwa: In other words, she 
regularly sees ritually pure blood first, e.g., blood that is not 
red, after which she emits impure blood. In this manner she 


NOTES 


discharges ritually pure blood. Therefore, every time she dis- 
charges impure blood after discharging ritually pure blood, she 
does not render pure items that she had touched retroactively 
impure (Rashi). 


fixes a menstrual cycle: Her impure blood comes only after she 
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The mishna teaches: Or a type of feverish shuddering overtakes her, 
and likewise the same applies with regard to any sensation of the 
like. The Gemara asks: What is added by this last phrase? Rabba 
bar Ulla said: It serves to include a woman whose head is heavy 
upon her or her limbs are heavy upon her, or she trembles or 
belches" constantly. 


Rav Huna bar Hiyya says that Shmuel says: The Sages said, with 
regard to establishing a set period of days, that two days are suff- 
cient, i.e., if a woman experiences bleeding twice on the same date 
of the month or after the same interval, she has a fixed menstrual 
cycle. By contrast, with regard to a fixed menstrual cycle based on 
a physical sensation, it is sufficient if she experiences bleeding even 
once. But for those sensations which the Sages did not include in 
the mishna, she has a fixed cycle only if she experiences bleeding 
three times accompanied by one of those symptoms. 


The Gemara asks: When Shmuel said: For those which the Sages 
did not include, what did he intend to add? Rav Yosef says: This 
serves to add the case mentioned above, i.e., her head is heavy 
upon her, or her limbs are heavy upon her, or she trembles or 
belches constantly. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is that addition 
teaching us? In effect, it is already taught in the mishna, as Rabba 
bar Ulla explained above that the additional phrase: The same 
applies with regard to any sensation of the like, serves to include 
those sensations. Rather, Abaye said: Shmuel’s phrase serves to 
add a case where she ate garlic” and saw‘ menstrual blood, or ate 
onions? and saw menstrual blood, or chewed pepper’ and saw" 
menstrual blood, i.e., these triggers can give rise to a fixed cycle, but 
only after three occurrences. 


Rav Yosef said: I did not hear this tradition concerning the opin- 
ion of Shmuel, that with regard to days a cycle is fixed if she experi- 
ences bleeding twice, whereas for physical sensations a cycle is fixed 
after one occurrence. Rav Yosef had fallen ill and forgotten his 
studies and was therefore unable to remember that such a ruling 
had been issued. 


NOTES 


Belches [gosa] — Abia: Some commentaries state that gosa means 
yawning from exhaustion (Rashi). Others explain that it refers to 
belching after eating, either due to the type of food eaten or the 
speed of eating (Josafot, citing Arukh). Alternatively, it is referring 
to stretching out the arms due to tiredness (Meiri), or experi- 
encing nausea (Rashba), or sensing a pain in her belly (Ba‘alei 
HaNefesh; Meiri). In sum, the early authorities write that all of 
these explanations are correct. Any physical, involuntary activity 


She ate garlic and saw or ate onions and saw or chewed pep- 
per and saw — she TPP TINN DYI max NNT DW 173% 
mnsx:: Ifa woman ate one of these foods and experienced bleed- 
ing, some say that she has established a fixed menstrual cycle of 
bleeding after eating sharp foods. In addition, some authorities 
claim that she is similar to a woman who experiences bleeding 
every time after jumping, and therefore she establishes a cycle 
only if she does so after a set interval of days. Others maintain that 
this is similar to a woman who experiences bleeding after experi- 
encing an involuntary sensation, which means that she establishes 
a cycle even without a set interval of days in between. 

In all cases of set cycles that are established based on bodily 


HALAKHA 


that consistently precedes the emission of blood is a sign that the 
blood is about to emerge from her body, and she is considered to 
have a fixed menstrual cycle based on sensation (Rosh). 


She ate garlic and saw - AnxT Dw mba: The difference 
between these sensations and those listed in the mishna is that 
here she experiences bleeding due to her intentional action of 
eating, whereas the mishna lists only involuntary actions. 


sensations, the woman is obligated to separate only at the time of 
the sensation. For example, if she normally experiences bleeding 
as she begins experiencing this sensation, she is prohibited to 
her husband for the duration of the sensation. If she typically 
experiences bleeding at the end of experiencing the sensation, 
she is prohibited only at its conclusion. This applies when she 
experiences bleeding only within the set time of the sensation. 
If her bleeding extends to after the end of the sensation, she is 
prohibited to her husband from the time of the sensation until the 
end of that day or night (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 3:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 189:24, and 189:23 
in the comment of Rema). 


BACKGROUND 


Garlic - ow: Garlic, Allium sativum L., is not only used 
to season food; it is also believed to have health ben- 
efits. It has long been known that garlic is an anthel- 
mintic, i.e. it kills intestinal worms. Modern studies have 
shown its other health benefits. About 20 percent of 
the dry weight of garlic is protein, and due to this large 
amount it is satisfying and warms the body. 


Garlic flower 


Onions - mya: Onions were extremely common 
and inexpensive, and were prepared in a variety of 
ways, both raw and cooked. Due to their strong flavor 
they were used for seasoning food. Garlic shares this 
property, and is often mentioned alongside onions, e.g., 
“We remember the fish, which we ate in Egypt for free, 
the cucumbers, and the melons, and the leeks, and the 
onions, and the garlic” (Numbers 11:5). Onions contain 
allyl propyl disulfide (CgH125,), which can be dangerous 
when ingested in large quantities. 


Onion flowers 


Chewed pepper - my33 mMbpz: In the talmudic period, 
pepper was primarily used for spicing foods. It would 
be ground in a special metal spice mill. Pepper that was 
not ground could also be chewed. 


—— 
k 


|| 
Sketch depicting a Roman-era metal spice mill 
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His student, Abaye, said to him: You yourself told us this halakha, and 
it was with regard to this following matter that you told this halakha 
to us, taught in the mishna below: If a woman was accustomed to see 
the flow of blood on the fifteenth day and she deviated from the norm 
to see the flow of blood on the twentieth day, then on both this day, 
the fifteenth, and that day, the twentieth, it is prohibited for her to 
engage in intercourse. If she deviated from the norm to see the flow of 
blood on the twentieth day three times, it becomes permitted for her 
to engage in intercourse on the fifteenth day, and she has established 
the twentieth day for herself as the day of her fixed menstrual cycle, as 
a woman establishes a fixed menstrual cycle only after she establishes 
it three times." 


Abaye continues: And you, Rav Yosef, said to us with regard to this 
mishna that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: This is the statement 
of Rabban Gamliel bar Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said it in the name 
of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. But the Rabbis say: If she saw a 
discharge of blood even once, she has a fixed cycle and does not 
need to repeat and experience bleeding a second time or to repeat a 
third time. 


And we said to you: Since you said to us that she does not need to 
repeat a second time, is it necessary for you to mention that she does 
not need to repeat a third time? And you said to us that when you said 
that she does not need to repeat a second time, this is referring to a 
fixed menstrual cycle based on a physical sensation, whereas when you 
said she does not need to repeat a third time, that is referring to a fixed 
cycle of days. 


The Gemara asks: But why did Shmuel have to explain that the mishna 
is the statement of Rabban Gamliel bar Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? Let 
him say simply that this mishna is the statement of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel, who always requires repetition three times to establish a 
presumptive status. The Gemara answers that this is what Shmuel 
teaches us: That Rabban Gamliel, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. 


MI S HN A If a woman was accustomed to see the flow of 


blood at the beginning of the sensation that 
accompanies her fixed cycle, even if on one occasion she happened to 
experience bleeding only at the end of the sensation, all the ritually 
pure items that she handled within the duration of that sensation that 
accompanies her fixed cycle are ritually impure. If the woman was 
accustomed to experience bleeding at the end of the sensation that 
accompanies her fixed cycle, all the ritually pure items that she han- 
dled within the duration of that sensation that accompanies her fixed 
cycle are pure. 


Rabbi Yosei says: Even specific days and specific hours determine a 
fixed menstrual cycle: If a woman was accustomed to see the flow of 
blood on a certain day of the month at sunrise, it is prohibited for her 
to engage in intercourse with her husband only at sunrise; but during 
the night before and the following day, it is permitted for her to engage 
in intercourse. Rabbi Yehuda says: Once sunrise passed and she did 
not menstruate, the entire day is hers and she may engage in inter- 
course, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei; but contrary to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, intercourse the night before is prohibited. 


bleeding four times, with 
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Only after she establishes it three times — nays vow MIVAPRW TW: 
A woman does not establish a fixed cycle until ‘she has experienced 
hree equal intervals between them. For 
example, she experiences bleeding today, and again after twenty days, 
and again after another twenty days, and again after another twenty 
days. This is called a cycle of intervals. She must experience bleeding 
four times in order to have three intervals. Nevertheless, even after she 
experiences bleeding once after an interval, she must be concerned for 
that interval again. Another type of cycle is based on the days of the 
month. If she experiences bleeding on a certain day of the month, she 


HALAKHA 


must be concerned that she might again experience bleeding on the 
same day of the following month. Once a cycle has been established, 
she must always be concerned for the next occurrence of that cycle, 
until for three consecutive times she does not experience bleeding on 
that day. Even after bleeding once, it is prohibited for her to engage in 
intercourse with her husband on the same day of the following month. 
After having her second menstrual period, it is prohibited for her to 
engage in intercourse with her husband in the third month on the day 
corresponding to the interval between the first two periods (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 189:2). 
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re E M ARA“ tanna taught in a baraita: In what case 

did Rabbi Yosei say that specific days and 
hours determine a fixed menstrual cycle? For example, if a woman 
was accustomed to see the flow of blood on the twentieth day and 
again on the twentieth day, and in the sixth hour of the day" and 
again in the sixth hour of the day the next time; if the twentieth 
day arrives a third time and she does not see a flow of blood, it is 
prohibited for her to engage in intercourse for the entirety of the 
first six hours of the day; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Rabbi Yosei deems it permitted for her to engage in intercourse 
until the sixth hour of the day, and says that she must be concerned 
only during the sixth hour. 


The baraita continues: If the sixth hour passed and she did not see" 

a flow of blood, it is prohibited for her to engage in intercourse for 
the entirety of the day; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And 
Rabbi Yosei deems it permitted for her to engage in intercourse 
from minha time onward, i.e., from the beginning of the seventh 
hour. 


§ The mishna teaches with regard to a woman who was accus- 
tomed to see the flow of blood on a certain day of the month at 
sunrise, that Rabbi Yehuda says: Once sunrise passed and she did 
not menstruate, the entire day is hers and she may engage in inter- 
course, but intercourse is prohibited the night before. The Gemara 
objects: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: 
The entire night is hers? This indicates that she may engage in 
intercourse during the night. 


The Gemara explains that it is not difficult. Here, when it is permit- 
ted for her to engage in intercourse the entire night, it is referring to 
a case where she is accustomed to see a flow of blood at the begin- 
ning of the day, i.e., immediately after sunrise. And there, in the 
mishna, which deems it prohibited for her to engage in intercourse 
all night, it is referring to a case where she is accustomed to see a 
flow of blood at the end of the night, i.e., just before sunrise. 


The Gemara cites further baraitot that deal with Rabbi Yehuda’s 
opinion. It is taught in one baraita: Rabbi Yehuda deems it pro- 
hibited for her to engage in intercourse before the time of her fixed 
cycle, but deems it permitted for her to do so after the time of her 
fixed cycle if she did not experience bleeding then. And it is taught 
in another baraita: Rabbi Yehuda deems it prohibited for her to 
engage in intercourse after the time of her fixed cycle but deems it 
permitted for her to do so before the time of her fixed cycle. 


The Gemara resolves this apparent contradiction: And this is not 
difficult; here, the baraita that rules that it is prohibited for her to 
engage in intercourse before the time of her fixed cycle is referring 
to a case where she is accustomed to see a flow of blood at the end 
of the night. By contrast, there, the baraita that states that it is 
prohibited for her to do so after the time of her fixed cycle is refer- 
ring to a case where she is accustomed to see a flow of blood at the 
beginning of the day. 


Rava said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. The Gemara asks: And did Rava actually say this? But isn’t 
it taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to a menstruating 
woman: “You shall separate the children of Israel from their 
impurity” (Leviticus 15:31). From here, Rabbi Yirmeya said that 
there is a warning to the children of Israel that they should sepa- 
rate from their wives close to the time of their menstrual cycles." 


If the sixth hour passed and she did not see - x) yy vw nay 
TNNT: Ifthe set time for a woman's menstrual cycle passed and she 
did not experience bleeding, she is permitted to her husband after 
that day or night. For example, if she usually experiences bleeding 
in the sixth hour of the day, she is prohibited from the beginning 


HALAKHA 


she is prohibited to her husband until the evening. Similarly, if 
she typically experiences bleeding in the sixth hour of the night, 
she is prohibited to her husband for the entire night. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:13). 


of the day. After the sixth hour, if she did not experience bleeding, 
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NOTES 


And in the sixth hour of the day, etc. - wwa 
^D niyo: Some commentaries maintain that 
Rabbi Yehuda concedes to Rabbi Yosei in a case 
where a woman establishes a cycle for hours and 
not for days, i.e., she is not obligated to separate for 
the entire twelve-hour period, but only for the hour 
in which she is accustomed to experience bleed- 
ing. Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei disagree only 
in a case where she is accustomed to experience 
bleeding after an interval of both days and hours 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 189:3, citing Ra'avad). 
The early commentaries disagree with regard to 
he meaning of the Ra'avad’s claim. Some suggest 
hat as she has established her cycle for a certain 
hour and not for days, she must be concerned 
every single day at that hour, but she must sepa- 
rate only at that hour, not for the entire day (Ba'al 
HaMaor). Others write that she must separate at 
hat hour one month later, on the day of the month 
hat she experienced bleeding previously, and she 
is not obligated to separate the entire day (Meiri; 
Havvat Da‘at). 


A warning to. ..Israel that they should separate 

from their wives close to their menstrual cycles — 
ppi pop pnw war baer... nyg: The 

early commentaries struggle to explain how the 

verse: “You shall separate the children of Israel from 

their impurity” (Leviticus 15:31), teaches that a cou- 
ple must separate close to the time of the woman's 

period, as there is a tradition that the entire con- 
cept of set menstrual cycles applies by rabbinic 
law and therefore it cannot be derived from the 

Torah. Therefore, some explain that this verse is not 
a proper source for this halakha but is cited as a 

mere support for the rabbinic law (Ra‘avad). Others 

maintain that although the halakha of set periods 

is by rabbinic law, the requirement of separation 

applies by Torah law (Hiddushei Rabbeinu Hayyim 

HaLevi al HaRambam on Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:12). 
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And how close? Rava says: One twelve-hour period, i.e., either 
from sunrise to sunset, or from sunset to sunrise. The Gemara 
explains the difficulty: What, is it not referring to an additional 
twelve-hour period, i.e., the prohibition applies to the time of 
her expected period itself, either day or night, as well as the previ- 
ous twelve hours? This is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who deems it prohibited for her to engage in inter- 
course only for the twelve hours of the expected time of her period. 
The Gemara answers: No, it is referring to that same twelve-hour 
period." 


The Gemara asks: And why do I need two statements of Rava, i.e., 
both that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda and that a woman must separate for only one twelve-hour 
period? The Gemara answers that both are necessary, because if 
Rava had taught us only this, that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna, I would say that this 
statement applies only to the handling of pure items, but with 
regard to engaging in intercourse with her husband, it does not 
apply, and with regard to intercourse, the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Therefore, Rava teaches us that 
even with regard to intercourse, the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


And by contrast, if Rava had taught us only that statement, that she 
must wait a twelve-hour period, I would say that she must separate 
close to the fixed time of her cycle for an additional twelve-hour 
period, as suggested above. Therefore, Rava teaches us that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, which 
indicates that she separates for only that single twelve-hour period. 
MI S HN If the woman was accustomed to see the 

flow of blood on the fifteenth day" and she 
deviated from the norm to see the flow of blood on the twentieth 
day, then on both this day, the fifteenth, and that day, the twentieth, 
it is prohibited for her to engage in intercourse. If she deviated 
from the norm twice, then on both this day, the fifteenth, and that 


day, the twentieth, it is likewise prohibited for her to engage in 
intercourse. 


If she deviated from the norm to see the flow of blood on the 
twentieth day three times, it becomes permitted for her to engage 
in intercourse on the fifteenth, and she has established the twen- 
tieth day for herself as the day of her fixed menstrual cycle, as a 
woman establishes a fixed menstrual cycle only after she estab- 
lishes it three times. And a woman is purified from the existing 
fixed menstrual cycle, in the sense that intercourse is permitted 
on that day, only when she has been displaced from that day 
three times. 


HALAKHA 


That same twelve-hour period - miy Anix: By rabbinic law, at 


has experienced bleeding only once (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 


the expected time of a woman's menstrual cycle, she must not 
engage in intercourse with her husband (Shakh) for that day or 
night. She is not obligated to avoid other forms of contact with 
him. If her expected cycle is during the day, she must separate 
from him for the entire day, even if she does not anticipate 
the arrival of her period until the end of the day. If she does 
not experience bleeding, it is permitted for her to engage in 
intercourse immediately after nightfall. Similarly, even if she 
expects to experience bleeding early in the morning, she is 
permitted to her husband the entire night before. If she expects 
to experience bleeding at night, she must separate from her 
husband for the entire night, but is permitted during the day 
before and afterward. This applies whether she has established 
a set cycle by bleeding three consecutive times or whether she 


Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 184:2). 


If the woman was accustomed to see the flow of blood on 
the fifteenth day - wy nyan of ay nied mab ant: If a 
woman was accustomed to experience bleeding on the twen- 
tieth day, and she deviated, bleeding on the twenty-third, it is 
prohibited for her to engage in intercourse with her husband 
on both the twentieth and the twenty-third days. If she again 
experiences bleeding on the twenty-third day, both days remain 
prohibited. If she experiences bleeding on the twenty-third 
day for a third consecutive time, the twenty-third day becomes 
her new accustomed time, and the twentieth day is permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 189714). 
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G E M A It was stated: If a woman saw menstrual 

blood on the fifteenth of this month, and 
on the sixteenth of the month after that," and on the seventeenth 
of the month after that, Rav says: She has thereby determined 
her menstrual cycle by skipping," i.e., as a month and a day. And 
Shmuel says: Her menstrual cycle is not determined until she 
skips a day three times. According to Shmuel, as the cycle is estab- 
lished in this case not by the date itself but by the pattern of one 
additional day every month, the pattern is established only when 
this occurs three consecutive times, i.e., when she menstruates on 
the fourth occasion. 


The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that Rav and Shmuel disagree 

with regard to the issue that is the subject of the dispute between 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel? As it is 

taught in a baraita: If a woman was married to her first husband 

and he died," and was then married to a second one and he too 

died, she may not marry a third husband; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: She 

may marry a third husband, but if he also dies she may not marry 
a fourth husband. The suggestion is that Rav and Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi hold that after two instances she has established a presump- 
tion and a pattern, whereas Shmuel and Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel maintain that the presumption is established only after three 

occurrences. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, everyone agrees that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel, that a presumption is established only after three times, 
and here they disagree with regard to this matter: Rav holds that 
when she experienced bleeding on the fifteenth of the month, that 
occasion is also one of the number, i.e., it counts as the first of the 
pattern, which therefore has three elements. And Shmuel holds 
that since she did not see the first time after skipping, i.e, after 
having experienced bleeding on the fourteenth of the previous 
month, it is not part of the number, which means that she has 
experienced bleeding only twice in accordance with that pattern. 


Shmuel raised an objection to the opinion of Rav from a baraita: 
Ifa woman was accustomed to see a flow of blood on the fifteenth 
day of the month, and deviated and instead experienced bleeding 
on the sixteenth day of the month, on both this day, the fifteenth, 
and that day, the sixteenth, it is prohibited for her to engage in 
intercourse with her husband. If she then deviated and experi- 
enced bleeding on the seventeenth day of the following month, 
the sixteenth day becomes permitted, and the fifteenth and 
seventeenth days of the following month are prohibited. 


NOTES 


Rav says she has thereby determined her menstrual 

cycle by skipping, etc. — ^91 5°95 ny Ay nyap wax IY: 

Some early commentaries maintain that the dispute 
between Rav and Shmuel applies only to a cycle of skip- 
ping a day each month. But with regard to a cycle ona fixed 
day of the month they both agree that it is established by 
seeing blood three times, whereas everyone concurs that 
a cycle of equal intervals is established by four occurrences 
(Tosafot; Tosefot HaRosh; Ra‘avad; Rashba). 


HALAKHA 


A woman saw blood on the fifteenth of this month and the 
sixteenth of the month after that, etc. — Wy nwan oP 7x1 
na m wind wy awe oin m wind: If a woman experiences 
bleeding on the fifteenth of Nisan, the sixteenth of lyyar, and 
he seventeenth of Sivan, she has not ye 
The cycle is established only if she also experiences bleeding 
onthe eighteenth of Tammuz, as the first time she experienced 
bleeding is not included in the count. If she already had a set 
cycle beforehand, and then deviated from that cycle three 
imes to experience bleeding a month and a day later, she has 
established a set cycle, as even the first time she experienced 
bleeding was a change from her established cycle. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. Although there is 
a principle that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav in ritual matters, since the Gemara concludes that the 


established a set cycle. 


language of the baraita is precise and fits Shmuel’s opinion, the 
halakha in this case follows his ruling. Some maintain that even 
if she experienced bleeding only on the fifteenth of Nisan, the 
sixteenth of lyyar, and the seventeenth of Sivan, she thereby 
establishes a set cycle and must be concerned about the eigh- 
teenth of Tammuz, the nineteenth of Av, and so forth. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Ray, as the halakha is in 
accordance with his opinion in ritual matters. The Shulhan Arukh 
adds that one should be stringent (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Issurei Bia 8:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 189:5, 7). 


If a woman was married to her first husband and he died - 
mm pw nip»: If a woman was married, or even betrothed 
(Maggid Mishne), to two husbands, both of whom died, she 
may not marry a third husband, as she has a presumptive status 


that her husbands die. Some commentaries maintain that there 
is no real danger, and it is only a folk belief. Therefore, if she 
does marry a third husband, she is not required to divorce 
him. Even if they are merely betrothed, they may get married. 
Some rule that they must get divorced, based on the principle 
that a danger to one’s life is treated more stringently than a 
prohibition, and the presumption that there is a real danger. 
Yet others contend that the court even forces them to divorce 
(Ritva). The Rema writes that this applies only if the husbands 
died of natural causes; but if one of them was murdered, or died 
in a plague or from a fall, or the like, such a death is disregarded 
for the purposes of this halakha. Consequently, many authori- 
ties are lenient in this matter, and there is no need to protest 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:31; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 9:1, and Beit Shmuel there). 
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If she subsequently deviated and experienced bleeding on the eigh- 
teenth day of the following month, all the days are permitted. The 
fifteenth is permitted because she has now experienced bleeding 
three times on a different day, while the other days are permitted 
because she experienced bleeding only once on each day. And it is 
prohibited for her to engage in intercourse in the following month 
only from the eighteenth day and onward," i.e., on the nineteenth 
day, since she has now established a pattern of bleeding after one 
month and one day. This is difficult for Rav, as he maintains that 
twice is sufficient to establish a pattern, whereas this baraita requires 
three instances. Rav could have said to you in response: Since 
she was accustomed to experience bleeding on the fifteenth it is 
different. In that particular case the fifteenth does not count as 
the beginning of a new pattern because it was already her regular 
established time. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at Shmuel’s question: And he who 
asked [udeka‘arei] it, why did he ask it?! The baraita clearly stresses 
the fact that the woman began with an established fixed menstrual 
cycle that was not part of the pattern. Shmuel could answer: It was 
necessary for the baraita to teach the case where she was accus- 
tomed to experience bleeding on a specific day, lest you say that 
since she was accustomed to experience bleeding on a specific 
day and displaced that pattern by bleeding on a different day, it 
should be sufficient that with two times she displaces it. For this 
reason, the baraita teaches us that an established pattern is displaced 
only after three occasions where she experiences bleeding on a 
different day. If it is not established, one displacement is enough. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If a woman saw a 

flow of blood on the twenty-first day of this month, the twenty- 
second day of that month, i.e., of the next month, and the twenty- 
third day of that month, i.e., of the third month, she established a 

fixed pattern of bleeding after one month and one day. Ifin the third 

month she instead varied and experienced bleeding on the twenty- 
fourth day of the month, she has not established a fixed pattern, as 

this last interval was one month and two days long. This is appar- 
ently a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Shmuel, as accord- 
ing to the baraita the pattern is established after only two equidistant 
intervals, whereas Shmuel requires three. 


The Gemara answers that Shmuel could have said to you: Here, we 
are dealing with a case where the woman was accustomed to see 
a flow of blood on the twentieth day of the month, and she devi- 
ated and experienced bleeding on the twenty-first day of the month. 
Consequently, there were in fact a total of three equidistant intervals 
of one month and one day. The Gemara adds that the language of 
the baraita is also precise," as for what other reason would the 
baraita leave aside the twentieth day of the month and not use that 
date as the example, and instead take for its example the twenty-first 
day of the month? Learn from this that she had an established 
pattern of bleeding on the twentieth of every month before the 
events described in the baraita. 


LANGUAGE 


He who asked [deka’arei] it why did he ask it — "xP °x ay XPT 
a: This phrase, which appears in many places in the Talmud, is cad 
by some with a silent alef, i.e udekari, meaning: And he who read. 
Others understand it as udeka ari, with ari derived from the root 


And it is prohibited in the following month only from the 
eighteenth day and onward - hx wy myinwa xbx TDN PNY: 
The conclusion, according to the opinion that the average menstrual 
cycle is thirty days (see 9b), is that she also does not need to be 
concerned about experiencing bleeding on the thirtieth day, as there 
are either thirty-one or thirty-two days between the eighteenth day 
of one month and the nineteenth day of the next. 


NIDDA ` PEREK IX: 64A -1D AT’p pa 


NOTES 


yod, reish, heh, meaning teach. The Arukh explains that according 
to the geonim, the root is ayin, reish, alef, which means mixed; in 
other words: Why did he mix distinct issues and associate them 
together? 


The language is also precise — 123 x77": The tanna should have 
begun his series with the twentieth of the month rather than the 
twenty-first, as this word is shorter, and it is the style of tanna‘im to 
be brief wherever possible (Rashi). 
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§ The mishna teaches: As a woman establishes a fixed menstrual 
cycle only after she establishes it three times. Rav Pappa says, 
in explanation: We said that she must experience bleeding three 
times only with regard to establishing a fixed menstrual cycle, but 
with regard to being concerned for a pattern, even after one time 
she must be concerned that this might be the beginning of a 
fixed pattern. 


The Gemara asks: What is Rav Pappa teaching us? We learn this in 
the mishna: Ifthe woman was accustomed to see the flow of blood 
on the fifteenth day and she deviated" from the norm to see the 
flow of blood on the twentieth day, on both this day, the fifteenth, 
and that day, the twentieth, it is prohibited for her to engage in 
intercourse. This clearly demonstrates that even after bleeding only 
once on a certain day she must be concerned that this could be the 
start of a new fixed menstrual cycle. 


The Gemara answers: If this halakha was derived only from there, 
I would say that this statement applies in a case where she experi- 
ences bleeding on the twentieth day while she is standing in her 
days suitable for menstruation," i.e., the days following the eleven 
days after her last period, when she is most likely to menstruate. But 
in a case where she is not standing in her days suitable for men- 
struation, but rather during the eleven days when uterine bleeding 
would render her a zava, I would say that she does not need to be 
concerned that she might experience bleeding again at that time. 
Therefore, Rav Pappa teaches us that even during these eleven days 
she must be concerned. 


§} The mishna teaches: And a woman is purified from the existing 
fixed menstrual cycle, in the sense that intercourse is permitted 
on that day, only when she has been displaced from that day three 
times. Rav Pappa says, in explanation: We said this only in the case 
of a set cycle that she established by three times. With regard to 
such a cycle, we said that a different three times are necessary to 
displace that cycle. But with regard to a cycle that is established 
with only two times, it is displaced by one time of bleeding on a 
different day. 


The Gemara asks: What is Rav Pappa teaching us? We learn this in 
the mishna: A woman establishes a fixed menstrual cycle only after 
she establishes it three times. The Gemara answers that it was 
necessary for Rav Pappa to teach his halakha, lest you say that a 
cycle is displaced by bleeding one time on a different day for a cycle 
that was set one time, but by bleeding on two different days for a 
cycle that was established with two times, and likewise by bleeding 
on three different days for a cycle that was established with three 
times. Therefore, Rav Pappa teaches us that whether she experi- 
ences bleeding once or twice, she displaces it by bleeding once on 
a different day. 


NOTES 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


If the woman was accustomed to see blood on the 
fifteenth day and she deviated, etc. - nim mand giaa 
D mnyw) wy moan Di TiN: If a woman was accus- 
tomed to experience bleeding on the fifteenth of the 
month, and she deviated and experienced bleeding on 
the sixteenth, both days are prohibited. If she deviates 
the following month and experiences bleeding on the 
seventeenth, the sixteenth becomes permitted but the 
fifteenth remains prohibited, and the seventeenth is also 
prohibited. If she deviates the following month and expe- 
riences bleeding on the eighteenth, only the eighteenth 
is prohibited, while the other days become permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:7, and see 
Maggid Mishne and Kesef Mishne there). 


Her days suitable for menstruation - N73 %1*: According to 
Torah law, there are two categories of women who experience 
uterine bleeding: A menstruating woman and a zava. A men- 
struating woman becomes ritually impure for seven days. On 
the night following the seventh, she may immerse in a ritual 
bath. This is the halakha whether her menstrual flow continues 
throughout those seven days or if she emitted only a single 
drop of blood. 

A woman who experiences bleeding at a time other than her 
normal cycle is called a zava. She must wait until she experiences 
clean days without bleeding; only then can she purify herself by 
means of immersion. There are two types of zava: A lesser zava, 
who experiences bleeding for either one or two days, and a 
greater zava, who experiences bleeding for three days or more. 
A lesser zava is required only to observe a day for a day, whereas 
a greater zava must observe seven clean days before immersing 
in a ritual bath. 


The early commentaries differ with regard to the timing of 
a woman's normal menstrual cycle. According to the Rambam, 
every woman has a set eighteen-day cycle: Seven days of men- 
struation and eleven days of zava. A woman begins counting 
from the first time she menstruates, and this cycle continues 
until she gives birth. After birth, the cycle starts once again. 
Rashi and most other commentaries rule that menstruation is 
considered a normal cycle whenever it occurs, and that a woman 
is a zava only if she experiences bleeding within the eleven days 
after the eighth day following the onset of menstruation. If she 
experiences bleeding at any time after those eleven days, she is 
considered to have begun the next cycle of menstruation. 

The common practice today is to treat all incidences of uterine 
bleeding as the bleeding of a greater zava, which requires a 
woman to count seven clean days before immersion. 
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HALAKHA 


If she was accustomed to see on the twentieth day 
and she deviated on the thirtieth day, etc. - nm 
nn owhy avd an mwy oF men nba) mand: With 

regard to a woman who has a fixed time to menstruate, 

on the twentieth day after her last period, and she devi- 

ates and experiences bleeding on the thirtieth day, she 

is prohibited to her husband on both the twentieth and 

the thirtieth. On the twentieth day after the thirtieth she 

is prohibited due to her first cycle, and if she does not 
experience bleeding on that day she must be concerned 

that she will experience bleeding on the thirtieth. If she 

experiences bleeding a second time on the thirtieth day, 
both days remain prohibited. If she experiences bleed- 
ing three times consecutively on the thirtieth day, she 

is no longer prohibited on the twentieth day, but only 
on the thirtieth. If she experiences bleeding only once 

or twice on the thirtieth, and then returns to experience 

bleeding on the twentieth, the twentieth day alone is 

prohibited and the thirtieth is permitted. This halakha 

is in accordance with the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 

De‘a 189714). 


Perek IX 
Daf64 Amudb 


LANGUAGE 
Dry vine [durkati] — 97117: This term is of unclear origin. 
Some suggest that it is "from the Greek word TPvYNTOS, 
trugétos, meaning a vintage or harvest. 


NOTES 


Truncated generation [dor katua] - yw? 717: Rashi 
explains that such women can bear children, but they 
do not typically have very many children. Therefore, the 
following generation will be less numerous than it might 
otherwise have been (Rashi). Others maintain that such 
women are incapable of having children. In Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna it states: There are some 
women who do not have menstrual blood or hymenal 
blood. Such women are unable to have children, and this 
is the meaning of the term durkati. 
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It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Pappa: Ifa woman was accustomed to see the flow of blood on the 
twentieth day after her previous flow, and she deviated from the 
norm to experience bleeding on the thirtieth day," on both this day, 
the twentieth, and that day, the thirtieth, it is prohibited for her to 
engage in intercourse. If the twentieth day arrived, counting from 
the previous flow, which had occurred on day thirty, and she did 
not see a flow of blood, it is permitted for her to engage in inter- 
course until the thirtieth day after the previous flow, and she must 
be concerned on the thirtieth day. 


If the thirtieth day arrived and she saw a flow of blood, and then 
the twentieth day after that arrived and she did not see a flow of 
blood, and the thirtieth day from her previous flow arrived and she 
did not see blood on that day but saw on a later day, and then the 
twentieth day after her previous flow arrived and she saw a flow of 
blood, the thirtieth day becomes permitted, as she experienced 
bleeding after an interval of thirty days only twice. This is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Pappa that a cycle of bleeding that 
has occurred twice is displaced by a single time of not bleeding on 
that day. 


And she is prohibited on the twentieth day, because it is the 
manner of women that their blood flow comes at its usual time. 


M I S H N A Women, with regard to the blood that flows 


when their hymens are ruptured, are like 
grapevines: There is a vine that produces wine that is red, and 
there is a vine that produces wine that is black; and there is a vine 
that produces wine in abundance, and there is a vine that produces 
only a meager amount of wine. Rabbi Yehuda says: In every vine, 
there are grapes fit to produce wine, but any vine in which there 
are no grapes fit to produce wine, this is a dry vine [durkati].' 
Likewise, any woman who experiences bleeding is capable of giving 
birth, whereas one who does not experience bleeding is like a dry 
vine, unable to give birth. 


G E M A RA With regard to the term durkati, the Gemara 


explains that this means truncated genera- 
tion [dor katua]." As Rabbi Hiyya teaches: Just as leaven is good 
for dough, so too, blood is good for a woman. It was likewise 
taught in the name of Rabbi Meir: Any woman whose blood is 
plentiful, her children are plentiful. 
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There are various opinions among the Sages with regard to a woman who finds blood 
in a basin after urinating. Some maintain that she is ritually pure and may handle pure 
items ab initio. Others hold that she is impure, both with regard to her husband and 
with regard to handling pure items. Yet others distinguish between a woman who 
urinates while standing and one who urinates while sitting, and between urine that 
came out in a steady stream and urine that came out in a trickle. 


The Sages also disagree with regard to a woman who urinated into a basin where a 
man had also urinated. Some contend that the woman is pure, as this case involves a 
compound uncertainty, i.e., whether the blood is from the woman or the man, and 
even if it is from the woman, whether it is from a wound or her uterus. Others rule 
that she is impure, as women are more likely to experience a flow of blood than men. 


This chapter further discussed the case of a woman who lent her garment to another 
woman, and subsequently a blood stain was found on the garment. If the borrower 
was a gentile or a menstruating woman, who would not have her status affected by 
the blood stain, it may be attributed to her. 


If several women sit or lie in the same place and a blood stain is found there, all the 
women are rendered impure, as the stain is equally likely to have come from any one 
of them. But there are other relevant factors, such as precisely where the stain was 
found, and whether the women examined themselves immediately after its discovery. 


This chapter explained the procedure for investigating whether a stain is actually 
blood or merely a red substance. This examination is conducted by applying to the 
stain a series of cleansing agents that remove blood but do not remove other types 
of stains. 


Another topic of discussion in this chapter was the establishment of a set pattern 
of menstruation based on a physical sensation, e.g., repeated sneezing, yawning, 
or shivering. If a woman invariably experiences the symptom immediately before 
emitting blood, then the symptom is established as the predictor of the onset of her 
menstrual cycle, and she does not retroactively render impure any items she had 
handled earlier. Just as a pattern of this nature is established with three repetitions, 
so too, it is displaced by means of three occurrences. Similarly, a pattern set by time 
intervals or dates of the month is displaced by three occurrences. 


Summary of 
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And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in her flesh is blood, 
she shall be in her menstruation seven days, and whoever touches 
her shall be impure until the evening. 

(Leviticus 15:19) 


And if a woman has an issue of her blood for many days, not in 
the time of her menstruation, or if she has an issue beyond the 
time of her menstruation; all the days of the issue [zov] of her 
impurity she shall be as in the days of her menstruation: She 
is impure. 

(Leviticus 15:25) 


But if she be purified of her ziva, then she shall count to herself 
seven days, and after that she shall be pure. 
(Leviticus 15:28) 


If a woman gives birth to a male, then she shall be impure for 
seven days; as in the days of her menstrual flow she shall be 
impure. And on the eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be 
circumcised. And she shall continue in the blood of purification 
for thirty-three days; she shall touch no consecrated item nor 
enter the Sanctuary until the days of her purification are fulfilled. 
But if she gives birth to a female, then she shall be impure for 
two weeks, as in her menstruation; and she shall continue in the 
blood of purification for sixty-six days. 


(Leviticus 12:2-5) 


The Gemara derives from the verse “And if a woman has an issue, and her issue 
in her flesh is blood” that a woman becomes ritually impure with the impurity of 
menstruation only through blood that emerges from her uterus, which is the usual 
way for a woman to experience menstrual bleeding. There are, however, cases where 
a woman experiences bleeding that is not menstrual blood, e.g., blood that comes 
from the hymen as it is torn. The first topic of this chapter is the status of a virgin 
after intercourse. She will certainly experience bleeding, and might continue to do 
so for a few days afterward. How can she know whether the blood comes from the 
hymen or is menstrual blood? 


There is another type of impurity for a woman who experiences bleeding: That 
which renders her a zava. A zava must count seven clean days and examine herself 
on each of those days to ensure that there is no blood, and only afterward may she 
immerse and purify herself. The Gemara analyzes cases where a woman does not 
conduct herself accordingly. For example, if she examined herself only on the first 
and seventh days and found that she was pure, what is her status? Can she assume 
that she did not discharge any blood during the days in between? Or perhaps she is 
considered to have counted only two clean days. It is also possible that only the last 
day is included, and she must count a further six days. 


The Gemara also derives from the verse “And if a woman has an issue, and her issue in 
her flesh is blood” that menstrual blood not only renders the woman ritually impure 
but is itself impure and transmits impurity if it is touched or carried. The Gemara 
discusses the status of blood that emerges from a woman after her death, with regard 
to whether or not that blood has the same status as menstrual blood. 


A woman after childbirth is impure, in accordance with the verse “She shall touch 
no consecrated item nor enter the Sanctuary until the days of her purification are 
fulfilled.” There is a stage where she is considered ritually pure and may engage 
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in intercourse with her husband, and yet she still has the status of one who has 
immersed but must wait until nightfall to complete the purification process. This 
woman has the status of second-degree impurity. The Gemara explores the ramifica- 
tions of this halakha. 


462 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek X 
Daf64 Amudb 


DIN mat wae dow npivn 2719 
ab pana DRIK NAY ma DN 
ay DİK boa ma nih yas 

ADT MN 


NOW ma Tp MINT A wan 
men wre 19b at pania :DN 
YIN NAW NYIN TY DIK bon 


nish 


NOW VD IN IS TTY) AMT 
ma awn mbwa zb puna Dix 
"abn nba be: DNX tba 


TaK pmyy 33 yom 11 WK A 
PIKDDI VIDN KPT- KAN TINT 
-KNT bban DINI pa m7 

III NID NIDI NBD NY 


MI S HNA In the case of a young girl whose time to 


see a menstrual flow, i.e., the age of puberty, 
has not yet arrived," and she married" and engaged in intercourse 
and her hymen was torn, Beit Shammai say: The Sages give her 
four nights after intercourse during which the blood is attributed 
to the torn hymen and she remains ritually pure. Thereafter, any 
blood is assumed to be menstrual blood and renders her impure. 
And Beit Hillel say: The blood is attributed to the torn hymen until 
the wound heals.“® 


In the case of a young woman whose time to see a menstrual flow 
has arrived but she has not yet begun to menstruate, and she mar- 
ried" and engaged in intercourse and her hymen was torn, Beit 

Shammai say: The Sages give her the first night during which 

the blood is attributed to the torn hymen. Thereafter, any blood is 

assumed to be menstrual blood. And Beit Hillel say: The blood is 

attributed to the torn hymen until the conclusion of Shabbat, and 

she may engage in intercourse with her husband for four nights, as 

it was customary for a virgin to marry on Wednesday. 


In the case of a young woman who saw menstrual blood before 
marriage while she was still in her father’s house," Beit Shammai 
say: The Sages give her" permission to engage only in relations that 
consummate a marriage, which are a mitzva," after which she is ritu- 
ally impure due to the blood. And Beit Hillel say: The husband and 
wife may engage even in several acts of intercourse, as any blood seen 
throughout the entire night is attributed to the torn hymen. 
GEMA The mishna first addresses the case of a 

young girl who has not yet reached puberty. 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: And this halakha applies to her even 
if she has seen menstrual blood. He explains his reasoning: From 
where do I derive this? I derive it from the fact that the tanna dis- 
tinguishes in the latter clause of the mishna between a young girl 
who has seen menstrual blood and a young girl who has not seen 
menstrual blood. By inference, in the first clause of the mishna the 
halakha is no different in this case, where the young girl has expe- 
rienced menstrual bleeding, and it is no different in that case, where 
she has not yet experienced menstrual bleeding. 


HALAKHA 


A young girl whose time to see has not yet arrived and she 
married, etc. — ^91) DN IND maa yan KYW npin: Hymenal 
blood is ritually pure and is not considered to be menstrual blood 
or ziva blood. It does not originate in the uterus but results from 
he tearing of the hymen. Technically a young girl who marries is 
permitted to engage in intercourse with her husband until the 
wound has healed and only after that time, if she subsequently 
bleeds, is any blood considered to be menstrual blood. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. Nowadays the authori- 
ies rule stringently (see Kesef Mishne) that one who marries a 
virgin may engage in intercourse only once, and after completing 
hat act she is considered ritually impure. This applies even if the 
wife is young and has never menstruated, and it applies even 
if she examines herself afterward and does not find blood, as 
perhaps there was a drop of blood that she did not see because i 
was covered with semen. The Rema writes that some are lenient in 
a case where the girl had never menstruated before. He adds tha 
he custom is to be lenient if the couple did not complete the ac 
of intercourse and she did not bleed, but if they completed the ac 
of intercourse she is considered impure even if she did not bleed. 

Since this blood is considered impure, the wife must perform 
the examination marking the first step in her transition from ritua 


impurity to ritual purity, and she must examine herself for each of 
the following seven days. She may not begin to count the seven 
pure days until the fifth day after intercourse. All of the stringen- 
cies of amenstruating woman apply to her and her husband with 
the exception that a husband may lay on his wife's bed if she is not 
on it, which is not permitted if she has the status of a menstruat- 
ing woman (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:18, 11:8; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 193:1 and Even HaEzer 63:1). 


Whose time to see has arrived and she married, etc. — Faa 99371 
a>) Fal) 1) min: If a young woman who has never menstruated 
marries, she is permitted to her husband for four days and nights 
even though she bleeds continuously, provided that the wound 
has not yet healed, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:19). 


She saw while still in her father's house — m33 A Tip) TDN] 
max: A woman who begins menstruating before she gets mar- 
ried may engage in intercourse only once with her husband and 
then is considered ritually impure. The hymenal blood is treated 
as if it is ritually impure, in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Shammai (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:19, and see 
Ra‘avad there). 


NOTES 


A young girl whose time to see has not yet arrived — 
nin) pant wart Kow mpiya: The Gemara stated (sa) 

that the halakhically defined time for the onset of men- 
struation is puberty. Puberty is defined by two factors: 

When a girl has physical signs of puberty, i.e., two pubic 
hairs, and when she is old enough, i.e., twelve years old. 
Some commentaries say that it is sufficient for one of 
these factors to be present for it to be considered the 

time for the onset of her menstrual flow (Rashi). 


Until the wound heals — A227 mnm ty: As long as 
she continues to bleed due to intercourse, the wound 
has not yet healed (Rashi on Ketubot 6a). 


They give her - ay pania: The early commentaries 
disagree as to the halakha in a case where she did 
not bleed as a result of the first act of intercourse. 
Some hold that even though she did not bleed, it is 
assumed that she is impure after completing the act of 
intercourse, because there is concern that there was a 
tiny drop of blood that was not noticed or covered by 
semen (Ran, citing the geonim; Rosh; Rashba; Meiri). 
Others hold that if she did not notice any blood she 
is not considered impure (Ra’avad). While the halakhic 
authorities rule stringently (see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a1g3), the Rema cites the lenient opinion and writes 
that one can rely on it in a case where they performed 
only the initial stage of intercourse. 


Relations that are a mitzva - mya nya: This is refe 
ring to the first act of intercourse between a husband 
and his virgin wife. The reason that it is called a mitzva 
is that the Sages said that a woman's love is directed 
to the one who breaks her hymen, and through this 
love, the husband and wife will engage in the mitzva 
of procreation (Sanhedrin 22b; Tosafot on Ketubot 4a). 


= 


BACKGROUND 

Until the wound heals - n227 minw ty: The amount 
of time it takes for a wound to cease bleeding from the 
time it first forms a scab depends on several variables 
and also varies from person to person. Clearly, addi- 
tional trauma to the wound, or even stretching the 
affected area, i.e., from additional acts of intercourse, 
could cause the wound to take longer to heal. For these 
reasons a specific amount of time is not given for the 
duration of this process, and the time the wound takes 
to heal depends on the circumstances of each case. 
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HALAKHA 


Until the wound heals, until when, etc. - minme ty 
^D M93 Ty MBIT: How does a woman know when 
her hymenal bleeding has concluded? If she bleeds 
when she stands but not when she sits down, or if 
she bleeds when she sits on the ground but not when 
she sits on cushions or blankets, the wound has not 
yet healed. If the blood ceases whether she stands 
or sits, on the ground or on cushions and blankets, 
the wound has healed. If the blood does not stop 
at all, and she bleeds even when sitting on cushions 
and blankets, then it is no longer hymenal blood, but 
menstrual blood. This is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rav, as explained by Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:23). 


If she engaged in intercourse during the daytime — 
Da MwA: A young woman who marries and has 
never experienced menstrual bleeding is permitted to 
engage in intercourse with her husband for four days, 
both day and night, even though she bleeds during 
intercourse, provided the wound has not yet healed, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:19). 


That it is permitted to engage in intercourse for the 
first time on Shabbat - nawa mony wan nwa: 
It is permitted for a husband to engage in intercourse 
with his virgin wife on Shabbat. Some say that it is 
permitted only if the husband intends to perform the 
act without breaking the hymen. Some rule that since 
nowadays nobody is an expert in engaging in inter- 
course without breaking the hymen, it is forbidden to 
engage in intercourse with a virgin on Shabbat (Hag- 
gahot Asheri). Most authorities rule that it is permitted 
even nowadays (Bah; Derisha; Taz). The Mishna Berura 
first cites opinions that in a place where the custom 
is to be stringent, one may not be lenient, then cites 
the Taz, who writes that he heard explicitly that pious 
and knowledgeable people were lenient in this matter, 
and there is no basis to be stringent at all (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 280:2 and Even HaEzer 63:1). 


NOTES 


All the time that she is noheret — minis yards: Some 
explain that this term, which literally means snorts, is 
referring to friction in the vaginal walls, which cause 
the emission of blood when they rub together (Meiri). 
Alternatively, it is referring to the woman crying out in 
pain due to intercourse. 


It is proper that intercourse be at night - 72117 
nbba mat: The Gemara (17a) states that one of 
the signs that the Jewish people are holy is that they 
engage in intercourse only at night. 


LANGUAGE 
Snorts [noheret] - mia: There are several opinions 
with regard to the meaning of this word. Some explain 
that it means leaking or flowing, possibly related to 
the word for river, nahar. Others explain that it means 
a sound that one makes due to pain. 


BACKGROUND 

When | said this halakha before Shmuel - Ana > 
benwt map: The Rashbam explains that when Rav 
founded his academy in Sura, Rav Yehuda was one of 
his first and foremost disciples. After Rav's death, Rav 
Yehuda became a preeminent disciple of Shmuel in 
Neharde’a, and there he would teach statements that 
he had learned from Rav. 
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This explanation of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak is also taught in a 
baraita: Beit Hillel say: With regard to a young girl who has not 
yet reached puberty, the blood she emits is attributed to the torn 
hymen until the wound heals, regardless of whether she has seen 
menstrual blood beforehand or whether she has not yet seen 
menstrual blood. 


§ The mishna teaches that Beit Hillel say: The blood is attributed 
to the torn hymen until the wound heals. The Gemara clarifies: 
Until when" can the blood be attributed to the torn hymen? Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav says: All the time that she is noheret.™' 
Rav Yehuda continues: When I subsequently said this halakha 
before Shmuel,’ he said to me: This noheret, I do not know what 
it is, nor do I know what Rav means by it. Rather, all the time that 
the saliva is in her mouth due to sexual intercourse, she may 
attribute the blood to the torn hymen. Shmuel is using a euphemism, 
i.e., as long as there is blood in her vagina resulting from sexual 
intercourse. 


The Gemara clarifies: This noheret that Rav says; what is it like? 
What did he mean? Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said: It was 
explained to me by Ravas follows: If the young girl stands up and 
sees blood, but she sits and does not see blood, it is known that 
the wound has not yet healed, and the blood is still attributed to 
the torn hymen. Similarly, if she sits on the ground and sees blood, 
but she sits on cushions and blankets and does not see blood, it 
is known that the wound has not yet healed and she may attribute 
the blood to the torn hymen, as the blood flows due to the strain of 
sitting on the ground. But if she sometimes sits on all of them, i.e., 
the ground, cushions, and blankets, and sees blood, and on other 
occasions she sits on all of them and does not see blood, it is 
known that the wound has healed, and this blood must now be 
menstrual blood. 


§ The mishna teaches: In the case of a young woman whose time 
to see a menstrual flow has arrived, Beit Hillel say: The blood is 
attributed to the torn hymen until the conclusion of Shabbat and 
she may engage in intercourse with her husband for four nights. It 
was stated that there is a dispute between amora’im with regard to 
the following case: Ifshe engaged in intercourse with her husband 
during the daytime," in addition to engaging in intercourse at night, 
Rav says: She has not lost her nights, and the blood is still attrib- 
uted to the torn hymen for four nights. Levi says: She has lost her 
nights, since she has engaged in intercourse twice during the day- 
time and twice at night, and therefore she has already used up the 
equivalent of four nights. 


The Gemara explains: Rav says that she has not lost her nights, as 
we learned in the mishna that the blood is attributed to the torn 
hymen until the conclusion of Shabbat, and it does not limit the 
number of times she may engage in intercourse during that time. 
And Levi says: She has lost her nights, as what is the meaning of 
the term: Four nights, that is taught in the mishna? It means four 
twelve-hour periods, either days or nights. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rav, why do I 
need the mishna to teach: Four nights? The mishna should have 
stated four days, which would include both days and nights. Rav 
would respond that the mishna teaches us proper conduct, as it is 
proper that intercourse should be performed only at night." The 
Gemara suggests: And according to the opinion of Levi, let the 
mishna teach only: Four nights. Why do I need the mishna to 
specify: Until the conclusion of Shabbat? Levi would answer that 
this teaches us that it is permitted to engage in intercourse for 
the first time on Shabbat." Since the custom was for a virgin to 
marry on Wednesday, which means that one of the four first nights 
is Shabbat, it is permitted to engage in intercourse on that night, 
despite the fact that it may cause her to bleed. 
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The Gemara notes that Levi's ruling is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Shmuel, as Shmuel said: It is permitted to enter into a 
narrow opening in a wall on Shabbat, and this is the halakha even 
though doing so causes pebbles to fall from the wall. Similarly, 
although engaging in intercourse might cause a wound and bleeding, 
it is permitted on Shabbat. 


It was stated that the amora’im engaged in a dispute: If a husband 
engaged in intercourse with a virgin and did not find blood, and 
he went back within the first four nights and again engaged in 
intercourse with her and this time he found blood," Rabbi Hanina 
says: The wife is ritually impure, as this is menstruation blood. And 
Rabbi Asi says: She is ritually pure, as it is blood from the wound 
resulting from the act of intercourse. 


Rabbi Hanina says: She is ritually impure, as if it is so that it is 
blood from her hymen, i.e., the blood ofher virginity, it would have 
come at the outset, after the first time they engaged in intercourse. 
And Rabbi Asi said: She is ritually pure, as perhaps it happened 
for him that he engaged in intercourse like Shmuel described. As 
Shmuel said: I can engage in intercourse several times without 
the appearance of blood. In other words, I can engage in intercourse 
with a virgin while leaving her hymen intact. And the other Sage, 
Rabbi Hanina, does not allow for that possibility, since he maintains 
that Shmuel is different, as his strength was great. Shmuel was 
particularly skilled at this, while others cannot accomplish this. 


§ The mishna teaches the halakha of a young girl. The Gemara 
discusses the case of a girl who is older than twelve and a half. Rav 
says: The Sages give a grown woman, who engaged in intercourse 
on her wedding night, the entire first night," during which she 
may engage in intercourse with her husband several times. And 
this statement applies only if she did not see any blood. But if she 
saw blood, she has only the relations that consummate a marriage, 
which are a mitzva, and nothing more." 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav's statement from a baraita: 
‘There was an incident involving a virgin who married, and Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi gave her four nights in which to engage in inter- 
course within twelve months" of her wedding" when the blood is 
considered to be like blood resulting from the torn hymen. The 
Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of this case? If we say 
that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi gave her all of those nights of purity in 
her days as a minor, 


HALAKHA 


If he engaged in intercourse and did not find blood and went 
back and engaged in intercourse and found blood — x) bya 
DT NYI by Wm) DT NxM: If a husband engaged in intercourse 
with his virgin wife and she did not bleed, and he again engaged in 
intercourse with her and she did bleed, the blood is considered to 
be menstrual blood even if she is a minor, because if it were hymenal 
blood it would have emerged the first time. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Hanina (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 5:25). 


They give a grown woman the first night - nv) ay pana nyia 
iW: A grown woman who has never menstruated is given the 
entire first night to engage in intercourse with her husband. The 
authorities add that this is only if she does not bleed as a result 


of the act of intercourse. If she does bleed, they are permitted to 
complete the act of intercourse only once to consummate the 
marriage (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:19, and see 
Maggid Mishne there). 


There was an incident and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi gave her four 
nights within twelve months - Jina ni yar a1 a) jon myn 
wen wy ow: A young woman who has never menstruated is given 
four nights during which the blood is considered to be pure, even 
if they are not consecutive nights. For example, if she engages in 
intercourse once, she may do so again two or three months later. 
This is specifically if her wound has not yet healed (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:22). 
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NOTES 


Only the relations that are a mitzva and noth- 
ing more - K5 am myn nwa Yy: Some early 
commentaries explain that it is permitted for the 
couple to engage in intercourse only once. The 
husband is not obligated to separate from her until 
he has completed the act of intercourse, even if she 
bleeds. Immediately after the act of intercourse, his 
wife has the status of a menstruating woman (Rif; 
Ra’avad; Rashba; Rosh). 

Others explain that any bleeding due to the 
first act of intercourse is not considered to be 
impure. Therefore, even if she bleeds during that 
act she does not become impure, and is permit- 
ted to engage in intercourse with her husband 
afterward. But if she bleeds subsequently, even if 
still on the first night, she becomes ritually impure 
(Ba'al HaMaor). 


Four nights within twelve months of her wed- 
ding - wih wy ow Tinn nibh yaw: Rashi 
explains that she engaged in intercourse with her 
husband on the first night of their marriage and 
bled. Immediately afterward her husband left on 
a journey for three months. Upon his return they 
engaged in intercourse again and the wife bled 
once more. This occurred two more times. 
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in accordance with the ruling of the mishna: The Sages give her four 
nights, then he should have given her longer, as we learned in the 
mishna that according to Beit Hillel the blood may be attributed to 
the torn hymen until the wound heals. 


Rather, you will say that he gave her these four nights all during 
her days as a young woman. Are there twelve months when one 
has the status of a young woman? But didn’t Shmuel say: The 
difference in time between becoming a young woman and becom- 
ing a grown woman is only six months?" And if you would say that 
Shmuel is saying that it is in less than six months that there is no 
transition from young woman to grown woman status, but there is 
such a transition in more than six months, as women develop dif- 
ferently, that is not so, as Shmuel said: Only, which indicates that 
the period is neither less nor more than six months. 


Rather, you will suggest that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi gave her two 
days during her days as a minor, and he gave her two days during 
her days as a young woman. ‘This too is difficult, as Rav Hinnana 
bar Shelamya asked Rav: With regard to a young girl who married 
before she reached puberty, and then her time to see menstrual 
blood arrived while she was under the authority of her husband, 
what is the halakha? Does she have the four nights when the blood 
is considered to be from her torn hymen? 


And Rav said to him: All the acts of intercourse that you engage 
in while she is still too young are considered as only one" act of 
intercourse, and the remainder, i.e., three more acts of intercourse, 
complete the total number of four nights. If so, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi could not have given her two nights as a minor, since at most 
those acts of intercourse count as one. 


Rather, you will suggest that he gave her one night during her days 
as a minor, and two nights during her days as a young woman, and 
one night during her days as a grown woman. But this is also dif- 
ficult: Granted, if you say that we generally give a grown woman 
more than one night, then one can understand why Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi gave her one night in this case: Just as all the acts of inter- 
course she engaged in as a minor have the effect to deduct one 
night for her days as a young woman, similarly all the acts of inter- 
course she engaged in while a young woman have the effect to 
deduct one night for her days as a grown woman, leaving her 
with one. 


But if you say that we generally do not give a grown woman more 

than one night, then in this case Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi should have 

given her as a grown woman only the one act of relations that 

consummate a marriage, which are a mitzva, i.e., merely a single act 
of intercourse, and nothing more, as otherwise the acts of inter- 
course before she became a grown woman would not have affected 

her status. 


The difference in time between becoming a young woman 
and becoming a grown woman is only six months — pa px 
sada pwn mew xdx nab nox: There are only six months 
between the time when a girl becomesa young woman and the 
time when she becomes a grown woman, in accordance with 
the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 2:2; 


Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 234:1). 


HALAKHA 


All the acts of intercourse that you engage in are consid- 
ered as only one - ^3) noe xdx pans byia naw mbya do: 
With regard to a minor girl who marries and becomes a young 
woman while she is still experiencing hymenal bleeding, all 
her acts of intercourse while she was a minor are considered 
as only one night. She may continue to engage in intercourse 
for another three nights during her time as a young woman 
to complete the four nights. Even if these three nights were 
not consecutive but were each spaced two months apart it is 
permitted, provided that the wound has not healed. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav, as explained by the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:22). 
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The Gemara answers: Actually, the correct explanation is that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi gave her one night during her days as a minor 
and three nights during her days as a young woman. And as for 
the fact that she has the status of a young woman for only exactly 
six months, do you maintain that every three months was counted 
as one period of the husband’s absence, such that she had only two 
nights in six months? This is not the case. Rather, every two months 
was counted as one period, and therefore she had three nights 
during these six months when she could attribute the blood to her 
torn hymen. 


The Gemara relates that the Sage Minyamin Saksana” was coming 
and walking to the place of Shmuel. He thought that he would 
perform an action in accordance with the opinion of Rav, in that 
he would permit a grown woman to attribute blood to her torn 
hymen for the entire first night, even though she had already seen 
menstrual blood before she was married. Minyamin mistakenly 
said to himself: Rav does not distinguish between a woman 
who has seen menstrual blood and a woman who has not seen 
menstrual blood. 


Before Minyamin reached Shmuel’s place, he passed away on the 
road, and he never completed the journey. Upon hearing this, 
Shmuel recited this verse about Rav: “No mishap shall befall 
the righteous” (Proverbs 12:21)," i.e., God does not allow prohib- 
ited acts to come from the statements of the righteous. In this case, 
Minyamin ruled incorrectly, based on a misunderstanding of Rav’s 
statement. 


Since the Gemara cited Rav Hinnana bar Shelamya, it cites another 
of his statements: Rav Hinnana bar Shelamya said in the name of 
Rav: Once a person’s teeth fall out and he has difficulty eating, his 
food diminshes" accordingly, as it is stated: “And I also have given 
you cleanness of teeth in all your cities, and lack of bread in all 
your places” (Amos 4:6). The term “cleanness of teeth” is here a 
euphemism for having no teeth at all, which leads to a lack of bread. 


§ The mishna teaches: In the case of a young woman who saw 
menstrual blood before marriage, while she was still in her father’s 
house, Beit Hillel say: They may engage in several acts of intercourse, 
as any bleeding throughout the entire night is attributed to the torn 
hymen. The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of a young woman 
who saw menstrual blood while she was still in her father’s house, 
Beit Hillel say: All the night is hers, and the Sages give her one 
complete period of time during which she may attribute all bleed- 
ing to her torn hymen. And how long is a complete period of time 
in this context? Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel explained that it is 
one night and half of the next day. 


PERSONALITIES 


Minyamin Saksana — 730/70 ay: This name appears in the 
Bible (ıı Chronicles 31:15). The name seems to be a variant of the 
name Binyamin, with the bet being replaced by another bilabial 
consonant, the letter mem, a common phenomenon. 

This suggestion is supported by a parallel story that appears 
in the Jerusalem Talmud (Berakhot 2:5), where it is Binyamin Gan- 
zakhya who attempts to apply Rav’s ruling in Shmuel’s community. 
If Minyamin Saksana’a and Binyamin Ganzakhya are one and the 
same, the discrepancy between their surnames must be explained. 


Shmuel recited this verse about Rav: No mishap shall befall 
the righteous - py b3 pray) mag? we ayy yoy benawi: The 
later authorities conclude from here that there is a guarantee that 
no mishap will result from the ruling of a righteous person (Da‘at 
Torah). 


NOTES 


One possibility is that this individual came from the lands of the 
biblical Cush, whose children include Sabtah and Sabteca (see 
Genesis 10:7). The Jerusalem Targum to that verse translates the 
name Sabteca as Zangai; in the Babylonian Talmud those names 
are translated by Rav Yosef as the inner Sakistan and the outer 
Sakistan (Yoma 10a). Consequently, the description Saksana used 
by the Babylonian Talmud may be identical with the description 
Ganzakhya used by the Jerusalem Talmud. 


Once a person's teeth fall out his food diminishes — pag 13 
PNI WYA OTK hw yaw: The plain meaning of this statement 
is that when one reaches old age, which is the usual time when 
one's teeth fall out, and he has limited capability for chewing, his 
need for teeth is reduced correspondingly. Rashi states that as one 
earns less as his physical strength wanes, his ability to acquire food 
decreases as well. 


BACKGROUND 

Saksana - Mx3DPD: He had this title because it is likely 
that he was originally from Sistan, a region in pres- 
ent day eastern Iran and southern Afghanistan that 
was an enormous province of the Sassanid Empire. 
Sistan was the ancient homeland of the Saka people, 
a Scythian tribe, and it held special significance in 
Zoroastrianism. 
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HALAKHA 

One whose winepresses or olive presses were impure 
and he wished to prepare his grapes and olives in ritual 
purity - maa iwy) wpa nisap v12 ma wm "g: How 
does one purify the utensils from a winepress that contained 
grapes that were trampled by a gentile? The vessels them- 
selves do not become impure, but they may contain impure 
iquids that must be removed. The planks, twigs, and troughs 
must be immersed in a ritual bath. If the pressing baskets are 
made of palm leaves or of hemp they need to be dried. If 
hey are made of bast or of reeds they must be left unused 
or twelve months. If one wants to purify them immediately 
he must immerse them in boiling water or in water in which 
olives were cooked, or place them under a drainpipe or 
spring of running water for twelve hours. The Rambam rules 
ike both the opinion of the first tanna and the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel, citing Rabbi 
Yosei. He holds that the latter are not disagreeing with the 
first tanna but are referring to immediate purification, and 
he first tanna is referring to purification over a longer period 
of time. A similar process is also used to make these utensils 
osher after coming into contact with non-kosher liquids 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 11:17 and Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 11:24 and Kesef Mishne 
and Lehem Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 138:6). 


Perek X 
Daf65 Amud b 


NOTES 

He should clean them — 332”: In Avoda Zara (74b) there 
is a dispute between amora’‘im as to how this cleaning was 
o be done. According to Rav, the press had to be cleaned 
with water, but according to Rabba bar bar Hana it was 
cleaned with earth. The conclusion is that they both agree 
hat the cleaning must be done with both water and earth, 
but each was referring to a different type of winepress. If the 
winepress was wet, it must first be cleaned with earth and 
afterward rinsed with water. If the winepress was dry it must 
first be rinsed with water and afterward cleaned with earth. 


LANGUAGE 
Hemp [bitzbutz] - y1a¥a: The Arukh explains that this word 
is a form of the word for linen, butz. According to Rashi this 
material was hemp, which looks similar to linen. 


Bast [shifa] — %2w: This word may be derived from the 


Greek orn, sipué, meaning meal jar or flour bin. 
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The Gemara asks: But do we require all this time of one night and 
half of a day for a complete period? And the Gemara raises a con- 
tradiction from a baraita: In the case of one whose winepresses or 
olive presses” were impure and he wished to prepare his grapes 
and olives in a state of ritual purity," how does he act? He should 
rinse the planks’ used to press the grapes in the winepress, and the 
palm branches’ used as brooms, and the troughs,’ 


_ BACKGROUND © 


His winepresses or olive presses — Y3 731 yma: A winepress 
was typically carved into a rock into which grapes were placed 
and pressed. The liquid that was pressed from the grapes 
flowed through a channel to the lower winepress. This is seen 
in the verse: “For the winepress is full, the vats overflow” (Joel 
4:13). Others would press their grapes in a vessel of wood or 
stone, which was also called a winepress. 

The olive press had a wide and heavy beam for pressing 
the olives and producing oil, and the literal translation of the 
Hebrew term bet habad is: The building of the beam, named 


after its most essential element. 


Olive press, Tel Hatzor, Israel 
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Planks — 9%: These are wide boards that are placed on the 
grapes in the press in order to split them. These boards are 
not particularly heavy because grapes must be pressed gently 
to avoid crushing the grape seeds, which can ruin the flavor 
of the wine. 


Palm branches - pas: Rashi explains this as palm leaves used 
to make a broom to gather up grapes that scattered from the 
pile. Other commentaries say these are two pillars standing 
on either side of the beam that presses the olives in an olive 
press (see Bava Batra 67b) and their purpose is to stabilize the 
beam (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Ra’avad), or these 
are beams that were placed by the pile of grapes or olives to 
prevent them from falling away during the treading or crushing 
process (Rabbeinu Tam). 


Troughs — pwy: This is referring to the winepress itself, where 
the grapes are placed. It has this name because it is shaped 
like a trough (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Some 
explain that it refers to the utensils of the winepress, specifically 
a large hollow vessel into which the wine is placed and stored 
until (Rashba). Alternatively, it is referring to a utensil from an 
olive press, i.e., the large vessel in which the olives are brought 
for pressing (Rosh). Rabbeinu Tam explains that it is referring to 
the stones or round utensils that were placed on the boards to 
increase the weight and press the olives. Others explain that it 
is referring to the stone of the upper millstone, which does not 
have any hollow part. The Ramban explains that it refers specifi- 
cally to the lower millstone, which does have a hollow part. 


and he should clean" the pressing baskets’ with ashes and water if 
they were made of palm leaves or of hemp [bitzbutz],' or leave 
them dormant if they were made of bast [shifa]' or of reeds,° 
because these absorb more of the wine. And how long must one 
leave them dormant? He must leave them for twelve months. 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: He can lay them aside from 
one wine-pressing season to the next wine-pressing season, or 
from one olive-pressing season to the next olive-pressing season. 


The Gemara interrupts its citation to analyze the baraita: Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel’s statement is the same as that of the first 
tanna, as there are twelve months between one wine-pressing sea- 
son and the next. The Gemara responds: The difference between 
them is the matter of the early and late ripening season for grapes. 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel does not require a precise measure of 
twelve months, as the difference in time between ripening seasons 
can be slightly more or less than that. 


BACKGROUND 


Baskets of an olive press - 737 ma bpp: The baskets were 
designed to keep the olives in one place and to prevent them 
from separating as they were being pressed by the beam. The 
oil would then seep through the holes in the basket into a 
receptacle. 


Reeds — "123: This is referring to reeds that grow near marsh or 
rivers. In different kinds of reeds, beneath the husk, there is a soft 
inner part that can be used for a variety of purposes. One such 
purpose was as a bandage for wounds or fractured bones. 
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The Gemara continues its citation of the baraita. Rabbi Yosei says: 
One who wishes to purify the baskets immediately, without wait- 
ing a year, purges them in boiling water or scalds them in olive 

water. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says in the name of Rabbi 

Yosei: One sets them under a pipe whose water flows constantly 
or in a spring with rapid waters. And how much time should he 

leave them there? He should leave them for a period of time. In the 

same way that the Sages stated this time frame with regard to wine 

used for a libation in idol worship, so too the Sages stated this time 

frame with regard to matters of ritual purity. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this last clause: Isn’t it the oppo- 
site [kelapei layya]?' We are dealing with matters of purity in this 
baraita. Rather, the baraita means: In the same way that the Sages 
stated this time frame with regard to matters of ritual purity, so 
too the Sages stated this time frame in the case of wine used for a 
libation in idol worship. 


The Gemara asks: And how long is the period of time referred to 
in the baraita? Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: Either the day or the night." Rabbi Hana She’ona, and some 
say Rabbi Hana bar She’ona, say that Rabba bar bar Hana says 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: Half a day and half a night. 


And Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said: And the Sages do not 
disagree. The ruling of this one, who says either a day or a night, is 
stated with regard to the equinox of the season’ of Nisan or Tishrei, 
when the days and night are equal; whereas the ruling of that one, 
who says half a day and half a night, is stated with regard to the 
solstice of the season of Tammuz, i.e., summer, or Tevet, i.e., winter, 
which have the longest day? or night respectively, so that half the 
day and half the night together amount to twelve hours. This baraita 
apparently contradicts the statement of Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel, who says that the woman may attribute the blood to her hymen 
for a night and half the day. 


The Gemara answers: Here too, one can say with regard to a men- 
struating woman that he meant half a day and half a night. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty. But Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said a 
night and half a day. The Gemara clarifies: Rather, this is what 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel meant: Either a night during Nisan 
or Tishrei, which is twelve hours, or half a day and half a night 
during Tevet or Tammuz, which also equals twelve hours. 


And if you wish, say instead: With regard to the purity of wine, a 
period is twelve hours. But in the case of marriage the time frame 
is different, due to the marriage contract, which is signed before 
the marriage is consummated, as there are those who delay for a 
lengthy period until they complete and sign it." Consequently, the 
Sages extended the period in this case to a night and half a day. 


HALAKHA 


A period of time...either the day or the night — ix OF ix...miy 
T: The utensils from a winepress in which grapes have been 
trampled by a gentile are considered to contain wine used for 
libation in idol worship. One who wishes to render them kosher 
immediately can place them under a pipe of running water, or 


It is different due to the marriage contract, as there are those 
who delay [magbei] for a lengthy period until they sign it - 
WATT TW DY AI 7 ADN: An alternative version of 
the text reads: A marriage contract is different because they 
examine [maghei] it thoroughly. In other words, it takes a long 


NOTES 


in a spring, for twelve hours. Afterward they become permit- 
ted. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel, citing Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 11:24 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 
11:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 138:6). 


time to read the details of a marriage document and to check 
them carefully. Only afterward is the document signed and given 
to the wife, and only then it is permitted for her husband to be 
alone with her. For this reason they are given an extra half a day, 
as sometimes the document is signed very late at night (Rashi). 


Isn't it the oppo 


LANGUAGE 


site [kelapei layya] - xh 1273: This 


expression of puzzlement is generally understood to mean: 


backward. Some o 
as: Facing the tail 


hat one is saying 


Season - TJPA: T 


Directed to where? That is to say: Where are you facing, or 
more simply: How are you thinking about the given mat- 
er? The question indicates that one is looking at the matter 


the geonim understood the expression 
kelapei alya], as if to say: You are facing 


he direction of the tail, like one who is riding backward on 
an animal. In any case, the term is understood to indicate 


he opposite of what is logical. 


BACKGROUND 


his refers to the equinoxes and solstices. 


There are four such days; see the table below. 
ae The day and 
Tishrei September 23 y 
night are equal 
The shortest da 
Tevet December 22 y 
of the year 
: The day and 
Nisan March 21 . y 
night are equal 
The longest da 
Tammuz June 22 9 y 
of the year 
Longest day - 312 JAN Dirt: Since the seasons are 
fixed according to the solar calendar, they will not always 


occur on the same 


ewish calendar. 


1D AT PID - 


date in the lunar calendar. The season of 


Tammuz sometimes ends in Elul and sometimes continues 
until Tishrei. When the season of Tammuz would end a 
ong time after Rosh HaShana, the Sages would make it 
a leap year, and the seasons would move earlier in the 


469 


NIDDA: PEREK X ` 65B 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


The halakha is that he engages in relations that 
are a mitzva and separates — myn noya byia nada 
wins: Even though the term: And separates, indicates 
that he must separate immediately, the early authori- 
ties write that he should wait before withdrawing 
from her, because withdrawing while his penis is 
erect also gives him pleasure. Rather, he should wait 
until his penis becomes flaccid and then withdraw 
(Rosh; Rashba; Ra’avad). 
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Q Although the mishna provides a certain period of time for both a 
minor and a young woman during which they may attribute any 
blood to the torn hymen, nevertheless Rav and Shmuel both say 
that the halakha is that the groom engages in relations that con- 
summate a marriage, which are a mitzva, and then he separates" 
from his wife. 


Rav Hisda raises an objection from the baraita: There was an inci- 
dent involving a virgin who married, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
gave her four nights to engage in intercourse within twelve months 
of her wedding. This indicates that the husband does not have to 
separate from his wife immediately after the first act of intercourse 
is completed. 


Rava said to Rav Hisda: Why do I need to search for a refutation 
from a baraita, which is not necessarily known by all? One can raise 
a difficulty from an explicit statement of the mishna, which states 
that the first blood a woman sees on her wedding night is attributed 
to her torn hymen. The Gemara explains that Rav Hisda raises his 
objection from the baraita, as he holds that a practical incident 
ruled upon by a Sage is a preferable source. 


The Gemara returns to the objection: In any case, this baraita is 
difficult for Rav and Shmuel. The Gemara answers that they acted 
in accordance with the opinion attributed to our Sages, as it is 
taught in a baraita: Our Sages returned and were counted again, 
i.e„ they voted and decided, that the groom engages in relations 
that consummate a marriage, which are a mitzva, and subsequently 
he separates" from his wife. 


The Gemara proves that this ruling of Rav and Shmuel, based on the 
baraita, is also the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. Ulla 
said: When we were learning the topic of a young girl who saw 
blood on her wedding night with Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, 
they brought up from it only the amount of earth that the fox 
brings up from a plowed field, i.e., they did not establish the hala- 
kha as stated in the mishna. And they concluded the discussion in 
this manner: The groom engages in relations that consummate a 
marriage, which are a mitzva, and then he separates from his wife. 


Rabbi Abba said to Rav Ashi, in light of this ruling that the groom 

must separate from his bride after completing the act of intercourse: 
If that is so, a pious person should not complete his act of inter- 
course, lest he unintentionally continue longer than is permitted. 
Rav Ashi said to him in reply: The Sages did not issue such a decree, 
because if so, his heart will strike him with fear that perhaps 

his wife will begin to bleed while he is engaged in the act of inter- 
course, and he will separate from his wife completely and will not 

consummate the marriage. 


§ The mishna teaches that a young girl is given four nights during 
which any bleeding is attributed to her torn hymen. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: And with regard to all of them, i.e., all the 
women who are given four nights, if they were discharging blood 
continually, from four nights until after those four nights, or in 
the case of those women who are given only one night, if they dis- 
charge blood from that one night until after that night, they may 
not attribute the blood to the torn hymen. Rather, all of them must 
examine themselves, in the manner that will be explained. 


HALAKHA 


They returned and were counted again, that he engages in 
relations that are a mitzva and separates — nbyabyia wana 
wisi myn: By Torah law one who marries a minor girl i is permitted 
to continue to engage in intercourse with her until the hymenal 
bleeding has finished, regardless of whether she has ever menstru- 
ated before or not. The Sages were stringent (see Kesef Mishne) 
and ruled that one who marries a virgin may engage in the first 
act of intercourse and must then separate from her immediately. 
Even if she is so young that she is not old enough to menstruate, 


and even if she examined herself and did not find any blood, she 
is considered impure, because there may have been a tiny drop of 
blood that she did not notice. The Rema writes that there are some 
who are lenient if she did not bleed. The custom is to be lenient 
if they did not complete the act of intercourse and she did not 
bleed. Nevertheless, a pious person will not engage in intercourse 
with a minor. This is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 193:1 and 
Even HaEzer 63:1). 
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And with regard to all of these women, Rabbi Meir is stringent in 
accordance with the statement of Beit Shammai, and therefore a 
minor girl who bleeds for more than four nights must examine her- 
self, despite the fact that Beit Hillel say she remains ritually pure until 
the wound has healed. Similarly, Rabbi Meir holds that with regard 
to a young girl who has reached puberty, if she continues to bleed 
after the first night she must examine herself. 


The baraita continues: But with regard to the other cases of seeing 
blood, when she does not discharge blood continuously but bleeds 
again the following day, concerning which there is a dispute between 
Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, Rabbi Meir holds that one follows 
the appearance of the blood. In other words, he does not maintain 
entirely in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai. Beit Hillel 
rule that the woman is ritually pure even if the color of the blood has 
changed, whereas Beit Shammai hold that she is ritually impure even 
if the color of the blood has not changed. 


As Rabbi Meir would say: The appearances of impure and pure 
blood differ from one another. How so? The blood of a menstruat- 
ing woman is red, whereas blood that comes from a torn hymen, 
indicating that she was a virgin, is not red. The blood of a menstru- 
ating woman is cloudy; blood that indicates that she was a virgin 
is not cloudy. Finally, the blood of a menstruating woman comes 
from the uterus; blood that indicates that she was a virgin comes 
from the sides" of the vaginal wall. 


Rabbi Yitzhak bar Rabbi Yosei says that Rabbi Yohanan says: This 
is the statement of Rabbi Meir. According to Rabbi Meir, it is pos- 
sible to examine the color of blood to determine whether it is men- 
strual blood or hymenal blood. But the Rabbis say that all appear- 
ances of blood are one, i.e., there is no distinction between the 
appearance of menstrual blood and blood indicating one’s loss of 


virginity. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: A woman who sees blood due to 
sexual intercourse" may engage in intercourse before the first time 
this occurs, before the second time this occurs, and before the third 
time this occurs. From this point forward, i.e., after three consecu- 
tive occurrences of bleeding due to intercourse, she may not engage 
in intercourse until she is divorced from her husband 


and is married to another man. She is permitted to engage in inter- 
course with her second husband because it is possible that the bleed- 
ing was caused by engaging in intercourse with her first husband, and 
the issue will not reoccur when she engages in intercourse with a 
different man. 


If she married another man and again saw blood due to sexual 
intercourse,’ she may engage in intercourse before the first time 
this occurs, before the second time this occurs, and before the third 
time this occurs. From this point forward she may not engage in 
intercourse until she is divorced from her second husband and is 
married to yet another man. If she married another man and again 
saw blood due to sexual intercourse, she may engage in inter- 
course the first time this occurs, the second time this occurs, and 
the third time this occurs. From this point forward there is a pre- 
sumption that she always bleeds due to engaging in intercourse, and 
therefore she may not engage in intercourse or marry someone else 
until she examines herself. 


HALAKHA 


Blood of a virgin comes from the sides - pina o7 
PT187 pa Xa: Blood resulting from the tearing of the 
hymen is ritually pure and is not considered to have 
the same status as menstrual blood or ziva blood, 
since it does not come from the uterus, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:18). 


One who sees blood due to sexual intercourse — 
wga Mang OF Axi: If a woman bleeds imme- 
diately after intercourse, i.e., within the time it takes 
her to extend her hand under the pillow or blanket, 
ake an examination cloth, and wipe herself, she may 
engage in intercourse three times. If she bleeds each 
ime, she is forbidden to engage in intercourse with 
his husband. All the more so this applies if her hus- 
band sees blood on his examination cloth each time 
(Rema), in which case even if he does not examine 
himself immediately it is still assumed that the blood 
came as a result of intercourse (Shakh). In such a 
case, he must divorce her and she may remarry. If 
she remarries and again bleeds three consecutive 
times due to intercourse she is forbidden to this sec- 
ond husband as well. He must divorce her and she 
may remarry. If she remarries and again bleeds three 
consecutive times due to intercourse she is forbidden 
to this third husband as well. Once he divorces her, 
she may not remarry, and she is forbidden to all men 
until she examines herself, in the manner the Gemara 
will explain, to determine if the blood is the result 
of engaging in intercourse. The Rema writes that 
some say that today nobody is certain of the time 
rame after the act of intercourse in which the blood 
is considered to be due to intercourse. Therefore, if 
she bleeds soon after intercourse three consecutive 
imes she becomes forbidden to her husband. 

If she bleeds three times after intercourse, but 
not consecutively, she does not become forbidden 
o her husband. If she bleeds three times consecu- 
ively it makes no difference whether this occurred 
immediately after she got married or whether some 
ime later she started bleeding due to intercourse. 

All of this applies only if she bleeds immediately 
after intercourse. If she does not experience bleed- 
ing immediately afterward she does not become 
forbidden to her husband, and she is simply rendered 
impure like a woman who does not have a fixed time 
to menstruate (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 4:20-21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 187:1). 


NOTES 


And saw blood due to sexual intercourse - 7X11 
wnwn mann D7: The commentaries disagree as to 
the length of time in which any blood found is con- 
sidered to be due to intercourse. Some say that it is 
the amount of time it takes a woman to climb out 
of bed (Tur). Others challenge this opinion based on 
Rav Ashi’s statement and definition on 14b, which is 
rejected by the Gemara. Therefore they say that it is 
the time it takes her to extend her hand under the pil- 
low or blanket to remove an examination cloth and 
wipe herself. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Hisda there (see Beit Yosef and Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 187:1). 
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NOTES 


She attributes it to her fixed menstrual cycle — 
ADS mhin: Rashi explains that she has a fixed cycle 
of experiencing bleeding as a result of intercourse. 
For example, she discharges blood due to inter- 
course only on certain days of the month or at 
certain intervals. In such cases, she may attribute 
the blood to that day of the month, or that interval, 
and it is prohibited for her to engage in intercourse 
with her husband on that date. At all other times 
she is permitted to engage in intercourse with her 
husband. 


BACKGROUND 


Tube inside of which she places a cosmetic brush — 
binan maina npisg: The cosmetic brush was used 
to apply kohl, a dark blue or black color extracted 
from the sulfide mineral stibnite, SS, sometimes 
referred to as antimonite. In antiquity, the crystals 
of the mineral were ground up and used by women 
for painting their eyelashes, eyebrows, and eyelids, 
thereby accenting their eyes and giving the impres- 
sion that their eyes were larger than they actually 
were. Kohl was also used for healing the eyes. Kohl 
was normally kept in a thin tube and removed with 
a cosmetic brush. In this passage, the Gemara is 
probably not referring to the tube normally used to 
store the kohl brush, but a piece of metal folded ad 
hoc into a tube open at both ends. 


Egyptian kohl tube sculpted as a monkey holding onto a palm tree 
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How does she examine herself?" She brings a tube, inside of which 
she places a cosmetic brush’ so that it is long enough to reach deeply 
into her vagina, and an absorbent cloth is placed on the tip of the 
brush. She inserts the tube with the brush and cloth within herself 
and then removes it. If blood is found on the top of the absorbent 
cloth, it is known that the blood comes from the uterus and she is 
ritually impure. If blood is not found on the top of the cloth, it is 
known that the blood comes from the sides of the vaginal walls and 
she is ritually pure, and she may resume engaging in intercourse with 
her husband. 


And if she has a wound in that place, i.e., her vagina, she attributes 
the blood to her wound, and she is ritually pure, as it is assumed to 
not be uterine blood. And if she has a fixed menstrual cycle," i.e., 
she does not bleed every time she engages in intercourse with her 
husband, but only at fixed times, she attributes the blood to her 
fixed menstrual cycle," and she is permitted to engage in intercourse 
at other times. 


And if the blood of her wound differed from the blood that she 
sees" due to sexual intercourse, she may not attribute the blood 
to her wound. And a woman is deemed credible to say: I have a 
wound in my uterus," from where the blood is emerging. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Blood of a wound that comes 
from the uterus is ritually impure as a primary category of impurity. 
Although this blood does not render it prohibited for her to engage 
in intercourse with her husband, it does render her impure with 
regard to eating ritually pure food. But our Sages testified that they 
had a tradition with regard to the blood of a wound that comes 
from the uterus, that it is ritually pure. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between the opinion of 
those Sages and the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel? Ulla 
said: The difference between them is whether the place of a wom- 
an’s uterus is impure, which means that any blood that passes 
through there is impure, even if it is blood from a wound. According 
to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, even the blood of a wound becomes 
impure if it passes through the uterus, whereas those Sages hold that 
only blood that originates in the uterus is impure. 


HALAKHA 


How does she examine herself - masy nx Nptia 1%: How does 
a woman examine herself to determine whether she experiences 
bleeding due to intercourse or not? She takes a hollow tube of lead, 
or any other metal (Shakh), with the end folded inside to make it 
smooth, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, and she puts 
a cosmetic brush inside with an absorbent cloth on the end. She 
inserts this to the furthest point reached during intercourse, based 
on her assessment (Shakh). If there is blood on the cloth, it is clear 
that the blood comes from the uterus, and she is impure. If there 
is no blood on the cloth it is clear that the blood found after inter- 
course is from the vaginal walls and she is permitted to engage in 
intercourse with her husband. The Rema writes that even nowadays 
one may rely on this examination (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 4:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 187:2). 


If she has a wound in that place...if she has a fixed menstrual 
cycle - py A> W oy...Dip inisa nan A wW ox: The principle tha 
a woman who experiences bleeding due to intercourse is forbidden 
to her husband forever applies only when she cannot attribute the 
blood to any other source. But if she engaged in intercourse jus 
before the fixed time for her menstruation she may attribute the 
blood to menstruation. Similarly, if she has a bleeding wound and 
feels that it is bleeding (Bah) she may attribute it to her wound. The 
Rema writes that if a woman has a fixed time when her menstrua 
cycle usually begins, and she bleeds at a time when she is no 
expecting her menstrual cycle, she may attribute the bleeding 
to the wound even if it is not known that blood comes from this 
wound. He also writes that in the case of a woman who does no 


have a fixed time for her menstrual cycle to begin, and it is uncertain 
whether this blood is coming from the uterus or the vaginal walls, 
she may also be lenient due to the compounded uncertainty: The 
blood may come from the vaginal walls and it may come from the 
uterus, and even if it comes from the uterus it may come from the 
wound. At a time when she is expecting the onset of her fixed 
menstrual cycle, or thirty days after the onset of her previous men- 
struation, she may not attribute the blood to her wound, because if 
she does so she will never become impure. If she finds only a blood 
stain, she may attribute it to her wound in any event (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a187:4-5). 


If the blood of her wound differed from the blood that she 
sees — ANN) DTA TIWA AND O77: If the blood of her wound 
is different in appearance from the blood resulting from intercourse, 
and she sees blood that has the appearance of blood resulting from 
intercourse, she may not attribute it to her wound (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 187:5). 


| have a wound in my uterus - pna Oz] w? T39: A woman is 
deemed credible if she says that she has an internal wound in her 
uterus that is the source of the blood. She is permitted to engage 
in intercourse with her husband even if blood emerges from her 
while engaging in intercourse. This is in accordance with the baraita. 
Some authorities do not accept this halakha. If there is an additional 
possible reason to be lenient one can certainly rely upon this hala- 
kha (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:20; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 187:6 and Pithei Teshuva there). 


sox ind wud MDX PIY 
PIX bw mpiawa Deane 
pind aa 


pny va wpb wry avd sox 
bw moby TRII Moxy pitam 
pw rgb ah ` vars Fiw bya 

niw myayya bp 


maa Moxy pian > snr 
pw rgb mothe bya by AWN] 
nin ninian ba 


FD WON ITI EDD NNT NOT 
aay Awa dis Anya M TaN? 
mage TH 931 TaN DT yga 

Nt 


ToT MAP MMT NIA KTI 
sey rao nb > wx byny 
ba) xd) Anya bi anya Dr 
ai berm - Wx pA Kby nyan 
axbo ba n ngain abon 

mpa md py- ngain 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


With regard to the baraita that states that the test for a woman who 
experiences bleeding due to sexual intercourse is to insert a tube, 
the Gemara asks: But won't a tube scratch her and cause her to 
bleed regardless? Shmuel said: The baraita is referring to a tube 
of lead, and the mouth, i.e., the end that is inserted, is folded 
inward so that it will not scratch her. 


The baraita says that if a woman experiences bleeding on three 
occasions due to intercourse with her husband he must divorce her. 
Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan: But let her examine herself 
after the third act of intercourse with her first husband," so that 
he need not divorce her. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: It is preferable 
for her not to test herself and risk becoming forbidden to all men 
and instead to be divorced and remarry another, because not all 
fingers, i.e., penises, are equal. Since it is possible that sexual inter- 
course with her second husband might not cause her to bleed, she 
should not risk becoming forbidden to all men by performing the 
examination. 


Reish Lakish further said to Rabbi Yohanan: Why does she exam- 
ine herself only after the third time she experiences bleeding due 

to sexual intercourse with her third husband? But let her examine 

herself after the first act of intercourse with her third husband. 
After the first occurrence this woman already has a presumptive 

status that all acts of intercourse cause her to bleed. Rabbi Yohanan 

answered: She does not perform the examination then, because 

not all forces are equal. It is possible that the manner in which the 

couple has intercourse causes her to bleed, and therefore it is only 
after three times that she has a presumptive status of bleeding after 
every act of intercourse. 


The Gemara relates: There was a certain woman who experienced 
bleeding due to sexual intercourse who came before Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and asked him what she should do. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
said to the Sage Abdon,’ who was present at the time: Go and 
suddenly frighten this woman. Abdon went and frightened her, 
and a mass of congealed blood fell from her" vagina. Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi said: This woman is now cured. She will no longer 
experience bleeding due to sexual intercourse, as this mass of blood 
was the source of the blood. 


The Gemara relates a similar incident: There was a certain woman 
who experienced bleeding due to sexual intercourse who came 
before Shmuel. Shmuel said to Rav Dimi bar Yosef: Go and 
frighten this woman. Rav Dimi went and frightened her, but 
nothing fell from her at all. Shmuel said: This woman is filled 
with blood, which falls out of her during intercourse. And any 
woman who is filled with blood that falls out during intercourse 
has no cure. 


HALAKHA 


The third act of intercourse with her first husband — 7&4 
pox bya by my: Ifa woman wishes to examine herself 


remain married to her first husband (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
187:3, and Shakh there). 


while still married to her first husband in order to determine 


whether the blood resulting from intercourse is uterine blood, 
she may do so, and if the examination indicates that the blood 
is from the vaginal walls, she remains permitted 
examines herself in the required manner and finds blood from 
her uterus on the cloth, she is forbidden to everyone. Some say 


He frightened her and a mass of blood fell from her - Anya 
oT nN mya bon: If a woman experienced bleeding due to 
sexual intercourse and then received a sudden fright, causing a 
clot of blood to come out of her, she is considered to be cured 
and is permitted to her husband. If she subsequently bleeds 


o him. If she 


that she is forbidden to the first husband after the third time 
of experiencing bleeding during intercourse with him even if 
she examines herself. The Rema writes that one may rely on 
the first opinion and be lenient. If a woman feels pain during 
intercourse, all agree that she may rely on the examination and 


as a result of intercourse again, even once, it is clear that she 
has not been cured. Nowadays this cure is not relied upon, but 
if she did try this cure, her husband is not required to divorce 
her until she has engaged in intercourse once more with her 
husband and bleeds again (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 187:9). 


PERSONALITIES 


Abdon - 112X: Also referred to as Avidan, his name is an 
abbreviated version of the name Abba Yudan. He was a stu- 
dent of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, with whom he had a close rela- 
tionship, and Abdon often served as the one who repeated 
and disseminated Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s lectures. Therefore, 
he was able to transmit many statements in the name of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi of which other Sages were unaware. 
Considered to be one of the last tanna’im, Avidan was widely 
recognized as a wise and pious man. A series of tragic events 
befell him near the end of his life, when he was afflicted with 
leprosy and his two sons drowned. The Sages saw this as 
divine punishment for insulting Rabbi Yishmael, the son of 
Rabbi Yosei, although that too was performed in his zeal to 
defend his rabbi’s honor. Isolated statements are cited in his 
name in the Talmud and midrash, and the Jerusalem Talmud 
cites a halakha in his name. 
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NOTES 


Jewish women were stringent with themselves — 
myy by swan Syste nisa: The early commentar- 
ies write that this was initially a custom that Jewish 
women accepted upon themselves; it was not based 
ona decree of the Sages. They wished to be stringent 
and add sanctity even when they were ritually pure. 
Once this custom was accepted, it became prohibited 
to transgress it, and it took on the force of Torah law 
(Rashba; Rivash). This is comparable to the stringency 
not to eat the fat adjacent to the sciatic nerve, which 
is technically permitted. Once the Jewish people 
chose to be stringent in this regard, this fat became 
entirely forbidden (see Hullin 91a). 
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The Gemara relates another incident: There was a certain woman 
who came before Rabbi Yohanan and told him that every time she 
emerged from immersion in a ritual bath, after completing the 
mitzva of purifying herself for her husband, she would see blood 
before she engaged in intercourse with him. Rabbi Yohanan said to 
her: Perhaps the gossip of the women in your city, who are jealous 
of the love between you and your husband, has reached you, and 
this evil eye causes you to bleed before you engage in intercourse. 
Go and immerse in the river and engage in intercourse with your 
husband on the bank of the river, so that the other women will not 
see you leaving the ritual bath and gossip about you. 


Some say that Rabbi Yohanan said to her: Reveal this fact to your 
friends, so that those women who were against you on this side, 
and gossiped about you, will be with you on that side, and be kind 
to you. And some say that Rabbi Yohanan said to her: Reveal this 
fact to your friends, in order that they will pray for mercy for you, 
as it is taught in a baraita discussing the verse: “And the leper in 
whom the mark is, his clothes shall be ripped and the hair of his head 
shall grow long and he will put a covering upon his upper lip and 
will cry: Impure, impure” (Leviticus 13:45). The leper publicizes 
the fact that he is ritually impure, as he must announce his pain to 
the masses, and then the masses will pray for mercy on his behalf. 


Rav Yosef said: There was a similar incident in Pumbedita of a 
woman who experienced bleeding immediately after immersing in 
a ritual bath, and she followed the advice given by Rabbi Yohanan 
and she was cured. 


§ Rav Yosef says that Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi decreed that in the fields, i.e., in those distant places where 
there were no Torah scholars and whose residents were not well 
versed in the halakhot of menstruating women and did not know how 
to distinguish between the days of menstruation and the days of ziva, 
if she saw blood on one day, she must sit and count six days and 
that first day. She must observe six clean days without a discharge 
despite the possibility that she might have experienced bleeding only 
in her period of ziva, in which case she would be impure for only 
one day. 


If she experiences bleeding for two days, she must sit and count six 
days and both of those first two days, for a total of eight days, in case 
the first day on which she bled was the last day of ziva, while the next 
day was the first day of her menstruation period. If she experiences 
bleeding for three days she must sit and count seven clean days, as 
she might be a greater zava, who must count seven clean days. 


The Gemara cites a related statement. Rabbi Zeira says: Jewish 
women were stringent with themselves™ to the extent that even if 
they see a drop of blood the size of a mustard seed, they sit seven 
clean days for it. By Torah law, a woman who experiences menstrual 
bleeding waits seven days in total before immersing, regardless of 
whether she experienced bleeding on those days. If she experiences 
bleeding during the eleven days when she is not expected to experi- 
ence menstrual bleeding, she is a lesser zava and waits one day with- 
out bleeding and then immerses. The Jewish women accepted upon 
themselves the stringency that if they experience any bleeding what- 
soever, they treat it as the blood of a greater zava, which obligates 
one to count seven clean days before immersing (see Leviticus 15:25). 


Jewish women were stringent with themselves — Sew nia 
msy by aari: Jewish women accepted a stringency upon them- 
selves such that if a woman sees even a tiny drop of blood the size 
of a mustard seed, or smaller (Shakh), she counts seven clean days 
before immersing. This applies even if she sees the blood during 


HALAKHA 


her days of expected menstruation. She counts seven clean days 
as if she were a greater zava. She immerses on the night after the 
seventh day, and only afterward is she permitted to engage in 
intercourse with her husband (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 11:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 183). 
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Rava authorized’ Rav Shmuel, and he taught: Ifa pregnant woman 
experienced labor pains for two days, and on the third day she 
miscarried, she must sit and count seven clean days. The Gemara 
explains that Rava holds that the principle that blood that emerges 
while the woman experiences labor pains is not ritually impure 
does not apply to miscarriages. And Rava further maintains that it 
is impossible for the womb to open without blood emerging. 
Therefore, when she miscarried she must have experienced a flow 
of blood, even if she did not notice it. 


Rav Pappa said to Rava: For what reason did you teach this halakha 
specifically with regard to a woman who experiences labor pains 
for two days? Even if she merely discharges any amount of blood 
she should be impure, as Rabbi Zeira says: The Jewish women 
were stringent with themselves to the extent that even if they 
see a drop of blood of the size of a mustard seed, that woman 
sits seven clean days for it. Since it is impossible for the womb to 
open without the emergence of blood, when this woman miscarried 
there must have been blood, and therefore she must count seven 
clean days. 


Rava said to Rav Pappa: I speak to you of a prohibition, i.e., that 
by Torah law a woman who experiences difficulty in childbirth for 
two days and on the third miscarries must count seven clean days 
as a greater zava, and you speak to me of a custom, a mere strin- 
gency. The stringency you mention does not apply in this case. 
Where the Jewish women were stringent, they were stringent, i.e., 
if they saw a drop of blood the size of a mustard seed. Where they 
were not stringent, i.e. in a case of blood due to labor, they were 
not stringent. By contrast, in the case I described the woman is 
obligated to count seven clean days by Torah law. 


The Gemara provides a mnemonic’ for the following discussions: 
One who proposed to her; natron; with hot water; to immerse; 
folds; on top of; a port. Rava says: With regard to one who pro- 
posed marriage to a woman and she accepted it," the emotional 
excitement might have caused her to have a flow of menstrual blood, 
which would render her ritually impure and prohibit her from 
engaging in intercourse. Even if she was unaware of any flow, she 
must consider the possibility that it occurred. Therefore, to purify 
herself she must wait seven consecutive days that are clean from 
any flow of menstrual blood and then immerse in a ritual bath. Only 
after that process may she marry. 


The Gemara cites a related incident: Ravina arranged for his son 
to marry into the family of Rav Hanina, i.e., to marry Rav Hanina’s 
daughter. Rav Hanina said to Ravina: Does the Master hold that it 
is appropriate to write the marriage contract as stating that the 
wedding will take place in four days, i.e., on Wednesday? Ravina 
said: Yes. When the fourth day, i.e., Wednesday arrived, he waited 
until another fourth day before marrying her, until the following 
Wednesday, i.e., he delayed seven days after that day when he had 
planned to marry her. 


HALAKHA 


One who proposed marriage to a woman and she accepted 
it- mo»an) xwy> myan: Ifa woman accepted an offer of marriage 
he must wait and count seven clean days regardless of whether 
he was a minor or an adult at the time. This is in accordance with 
he opinion of Rava. This applies even if she examined herself at 


auu 


he concern is that due to her desire to get married there may 
ave been a drop of blood the size of a mustard seed that she did 
ot notice. She begins counting the seven clean days from the day 
fter she accepted the offer of marriage, and she is not obligated 


w 3-a a] 


he moment she accepted the offer and found herself to be pure. 


to perform an examination marking the first step in her transition 
from ritual impurity to ritual purity. She should examine herself 
during the seven days, ideally every day (Rema). If she examined 
herself only once during the seven days it is sufficient after the fact. 
Some say that nowadays she requires an examination marking the 
first step in her transition from impurity to purity even if she is a 
virgin, and she also requires an examination every day (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 11:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 19211, 
and Shakh and Maharshal there). 


Authorized - 


BACKGROUND 
mAT: This term is used in several 


places in the context of the relationship between a 
leading Torah scholar and the Exilarch or members 


of his hou 
would au 


sehold. The geonim explain that the Sage 
horize the Exilarch to teach matters of 


halakha and homiletics in public. Rabbeinu Hananel 


adds that 


he Sage would assist in the preparation of 


the basic points of the lecture. 


Mnemon 
ied orally 


ic — yard: Because the Talmud was stud- 


or many generations, mnemonics were a 


necessary memory aid for a series of statements to 


remembe 


r the order in which they were taught. 
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NOTES 


May not wash - Jina x: Although Rava does not 
specify which part of the body he is referring to, Rashi 
explains that this is referring specifically to washing 
her hair. Rashi does not state whether this applies only 
o the hair of a woman's head or also to hair on other 
parts of her body. Some claim that Rashi is referring to 
he entire body, not only the hair (Tosafot, citing Mahzor 
Rabbeinu Shemariah), while the Ritva explains that it is 
referring to any hair on her head or body. Others say 
hat it means only the hair of her head (Rabbeinu Tam, 
cited in Tosafot here and in Bava Kamma 82a; Ram- 
ban; Rashba). The custom is for women to wash their 
entire body, and one must keep the prevalent custom 
(Ramban). 


Not with cold water but even with hot water heated 
in the sun - man ana x) pia x5: Some explain 
these words to mean that she may wash in water 
heated in the sun, but she may not wash in cold water 
(Bah, Rashi). Others had a slightly different version of the 
text that prohibits washing in water that was heated in 
the sun (Rabbeinu Hananel, cited by the Rosh; Josefot 
HaRosh). 


Because it is cold and causes the hair to harden — 
sorta WWW IPT Bw: Some commentaries write that 
a woman should not wash her hair in cold water 
because it causes the hair to become hard and does 
not remove the dirt (Rashi). Others claim that cold water 
causes the hairs to stick to one another and become 
notted. These knots are considered an interposition 
hat invalidates the immersion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:18; Tur). A practical difference between 
he two opinions depends on if she first washes her 
hair with hot water and then washes it with cold water. 
According to the first opinion this would be allowed, 
because the dirt would be removed by the hot water. 
According to the second opinion this would not be 
allowed, because the hairs will remain knotted. 
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Rav Hanina said to Ravina: What is this? Why did you delay the 
wedding by an extra week? Ravina said to Rav Hanina: Doesnt 
the Master hold in accordance with this statement of Rava, as 
Rava said: With regard to one who proposed marriage to a 
woman and she accepted it, she must wait seven consecutive days 
that are clean from any flow of menstrual blood and then immerse 
in a ritual bath? Rav Hanina said to Ravina: One can say that Rava 
said this statement with regard to an adult woman, who has seen 
menstrual blood. But did Rava actually say this with regard to a 
minor girl, who has not yet seen menstrual blood? 


Ravina said to Rav Hanina: Rava said explicitly that there is no 
difference whether she is an adult woman and no difference 
whether she is a minor girl. What is the reason that an adult 
woman must wait for seven days? She must wait because she 
desires to marry her husband, and this might cause her to have a 
flow of blood. A minor girl also desires to marry her husband, 
which could cause a flow of blood. 


§ Rava says: A woman who is about to immerse herself in a ritual 
bath for purification 


may not washW her hair with natron or with sand." The reason she 
may not wash her hair with natron is because natron pulls out hair, 
and that hair may remain sitting on her head and serve as an inter- 
position between her and the water of the ritual bath. And similarly, 
she may not wash her hair with sand, because it sticks to her hair 
and it also serves as an interposition. 


And Ameimar said in the name of Rava: A woman washes her 
hair only with hot water," but not with cold water. But she may 
wash her hair even with hot water that was heated in the sun." 
What is the reason that she may not wash her hair with cold water? 
Because it is cold and causes the hair to harden," and the dirt will 
remain in the hair. 


And Rava says: A man should always teach in his house that a 
woman should rinse any place with creases," e.g., her armpits, in 
water before she immerses in a ritual bath, to ensure that they 
are clean. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Places 
with creases and any concealed part of the body do not require 
immersion in water. In other words, the immersion is valid even 
if the water does not touch those parts of the body. If so, why must 
she rinse them before immersing? 


HALAKHA 


She may not wash with natron or with sand - x5 jinn x 
bina x) naa: A woman may not wash her hair before immer- 
sion with natron, because it damages the hair and causes it to 
become tangled. Similarly, she may not wash her hair with any 
other substance that tangles the hair. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava. The Rema writes that this is the halakha 
ab initio. But if she did wash her hair with natron or a similar 
substance and checked that her hair was not tangled or knotted, 
she may immerse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:18; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 199:2). 


She washes her hair only with hot water, etc. - xx gina xd 
^a mana: A woman may not wash her hair in cold water before 


immersion because it causes her hair to become tangled. She 
must wash her hair in hot water, even if the water was warmed 
in the sun, in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 199:2). 


Place with creases — 00177 Ma: Women should wash any 
body parts with creases before immersing. Even though it is not 
required for the water of the ritual bath to come into contact 
with the internal parts of her body or those creased parts, it must 
be possible for the water to reach those parts. Therefore there 
may not be any interposition there. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 1:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 199:1). 
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The Gemara answers: Granted that they do not require immersion 
in water, but we require that they must be a place that is suitable 
for immersion in water. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Zeira, as Rabbi Zeira says: For any amount of flour suit- 
able for mingling" with oil in a meal offering, mingling is not indis- 
pensable for it," i.e., it is valid even if it is not mixed. But for any 
amount of flour not suitable for mingling, e.g., if the quantity of 
flour is so great that the ingredients cannot be properly mixed, min- 
gling is indispensable for it, and such a meal offering is invalid. This 
teaches a halakhic principle: There are certain actions that prevent 
the fulfillment of a mitzva if they are impossible, even if the actual 
performance of those actions are not indispensable to the mitzva. 


Ravin bar Rav Adda says that Rabbi Yitzhak says: There was an 
incident involving a maidservant of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’ who 
immersed herself, and she ascended from her immersion and a 
bone was found interposed between her teeth," and Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi required her to perform another immersion. This demon- 
strates that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi one may not have a 
foreign object even inside one’s mouth. 


And Rava says: If a woman immersed in a ritual bath and ascended 

from the water, and she then found on her hair an item that inter- 
poses between her and the water, what is the halakha? If she 

immersed soon after washing her hair, she does not need to wash 

her hair and immerse in the ritual bath a second time, as it can be 

assumed that this item was not there when she immersed, since her 
hair had been cleaned. But if she did not wash her hair immediately 
before immersing, she must wash her hair and immerse in the ritual 

bath a second time. 


There are those who state a slightly different version of Rava’s state- 
ment: If she immersed on the same day that she washed her hair," 
she does not need to wash her hair and to immerse in a ritual bath 
a second time. But if she did not wash her hair on the same day that 
she immersed, she must wash her hair and immerse in the ritual 
bath a second time. 


HALAKHA 


Any amount suitable for mingling — mead MTT bs: One may 
not bring a meal offering that fills a vessel larger than sixty-tenths 
of an ephah, because the flour and oil cannot be mixed properly. 
If one vowed to bring more than sixty-tenths of an ephah of flour 
he must bring sixty-tenths in one vessel and the remainder in a 
second vessel. Although one can still fulfill his obligation without 
mixing, it must be possible to mix the offering, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Zeira (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 17:6). 


A bone was found interposed between her teeth — ay Kyn) 
mye pa yyin oxy: If a woman immerses in a ritual bath and after- 
ward finds an item stuck between her teeth, her immersion is not 
valid, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 198:24-25). 


Any amount suitable for mingling, mingling is not indispens- 
able for it - ta naayn nya py nya g bp: This halakha was 
stated with regard to one who brings a meal offering comprising 
more than sixty-tenths of an ephah of flour. The Sages require the 
flour to be divided into two separate offerings as it is too much to 
be mixed together in one receptacle. In this context, Rabbi Zeira 
says that although there is no requirement to actually mix the flour 
and oil, as an offering that has not been mixed is valid, it must be 


NOTES 


If she immersed on the same day that she washed her hair, 
etc. — 13) Tay maY OF inia ox: If a woman washed her 
hair, checked her body, and then immersed in a ritual bath, bu 
as she came out she noticed an interposing item on her body, i 
she immersed during the same day or night in which she washed 
her hair she does not require another immersion. If she did no 
immerse during the same day or night in which she washed 
her hair she must immerse again. The Rema writes that even i 
she washed her hair immediately before the immersion, but she 
washed it during the day and immersed at night, it is considered 
wo periods of time and she must immerse again. He adds tha 
according to the Rambam, if she washed and immersed within 
he same period of time, she immerses again without washing 
again (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:17, and see Ra’avad 
and Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 199:10, and see 
Beur HaGra there). 


fit to be mixed thoroughly. If it is impossible in practice to mix the 
meal offering, it is not valid. This principle is subsequently applied 
to other areas of halakha in that there are cases in which part of 
a mitzva must be potentially feasible despite the fact that this 
procedure is not indispensable to the rite. The reasoning is that if 
it is impossible to perform part of the mitzva, it is as though one 
actively eliminated that aspect of the mitzva. 


PERSONALITIES 


A maidservant of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi - naw 
27 by: The maidservant of the household of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi is mentioned here and in several other 
contexts in the Gemara. She famously used the purest, 
most ancient form of the Hebrew language, includ- 
ing words with which the Sages themselves were no 
longer familiar. Apparently she was an exceptional 
servant who was raised in the family of the Nasi. Her 
conduct and her witty and wise manner of speech are 
recounted in the Gemara. 
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NOTES 

Washing her hair close to immersion — maven Japa 
Tp: Some commentaries hold that according to 
everyone the immersion should be performed immedi- 
ately after the washing ab initio. The Gemara is referring 
to a case where an interposing item was found on her 
after she immersed, and the dispute is about in what 
circumstances can one assume that the interposing item 
was not on her body during her immersion (Josafot; 
Tosefot HaRosh). Others write that this very issue, whether 
or not the immersion should be performed immediately 
after the washing ab initio, is in dispute here (Rashba; 
Eizehu Mekoman; see Rashi). 


Because of a decree against immersing that appears 
like immersing in bathhouses — nixyn ya nyy own: 
The early commentaries explain that this is based on 
a mishna (Mikvaot 5:2) that prohibits immersing while 
standing on a bench, due to a decree lest she immerse in 
a bathhouse. They explain that Rav Kahana is concerned 
est a woman come to immerse in drawn water in a 
bathhouse. He holds that just as the Sages prohibited 
immersing while standing on a bench, due to the fact 
hat people would sit on benches in the bathhouse, they 
also prohibited immersion while standing on any other 
earthenware utensil. Rav Hanan of Neharde’a holds that 
here is no reason to prohibit immersion while stand- 
ing on any other earthenware utensil, because there 
is no chance of confusing it with a bathhouse bench. 
Therefore the reason that it is prohibited for a woman 
o immerse while standing on an earthenware utensil 
is that she may be afraid of falling and will therefore not 
immerse herself properly (Tosefot HaRosh). 


Perek X 
Daf 67 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 
Port [namal] - bps: In some variant readings, this word 
appears as lamen, which is similar to the Greek Atuńyv, 
limén, meaning a port or a place on the shore for boats 
to anchor, as well as a beach and a border. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two versions of Rava’s statement? The Gemara answers: The practi- 
cal difference between them is with regard to washing her hair 
close to immersion." According to the first version of Rava’s 
statement, she must wash her hair immediately before immersing, 
whereas according to the second version she has more time. Another 
difference between the two versions is with regard to washing her 
hair during the day and immersing at night immediately afterward. 
According to the first version of Rava’s statement, provided that she 
washed her hair immediately before immersing, it makes no differ- 
ence whether or not she washed and immersed on the same day. 
Conversely, according to the second version she must wash her hair 
on the same day or night as her immersion. 


§ Rava says: A woman may not stand on top of earthenware 
utensils that are submerged in the ritual bath and immerse." Rav 
Kahana thought to say: What is the reason for this? It is because 
the Sages issued a decree against immersing in this manner, as it 
appears like immersing in bathhouses," i.e., the purpose of the 
decree is to prevent women from thinking that it is permitted to 
immerse in a bathhouse, which contains drawn water and is not valid 
as a ritual bath. It can be inferred from this reasoning that it is per- 
mitted for a woman to stand on top of a plank of wood that is in 
the ritual bath. 


Rav Hanan from Neharde’a said to Rav Kahana that this is not the 
reason for Rava’s statement. Rather, there, in the case of submerged 
earthenware utensils, what is the reason that she may not immerse? 
She may not immerse because she will be afraid that she might fall 
off, and consequently she will not immerse herself properly. By the 
same logic, she will also be afraid when she is standing on top of a 
plank of wood, and therefore this is also prohibited. 


Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak says: A woman may not immerse 
herself 


HALAKHA 


She may not stand on top of earthenware utensils and 
immerse — biau D bp v3 by TIYA xb: A woman may 
not stand on earthenware vessels or a plank of wood when 
she immerses. This is because the Sages were concerned that 
she may not immerse properly due to a fear of falling off. If 


she did immerse while standing on earthenware vessels or a 
plank of wood, the immersion is valid. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava, as explained by Rav Hanan of Neharde’a 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 1:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 198:31). 


IPY- NDI NOTT a Dy ay 023 
baawna 


ina port [banamal],\" where the boats are drawn up onto shore, as 
there is a lot of mud there, which can stick to her and interpose 
between her and the water. Even though now, after the immersion, 
there is no mud stuck to her feet or body, one can say that perhaps 
while she walked back after immersing the mud fell off. Since one 
cannot be certain that there was no mud stuck to her body while she 
immersed, she may not immerse in a port. 


NOTES 


In a port - Spas: There are different versions of the text of the 
Gemara here and it has various explanations. Some say that it is 
prohibited to immerse in a port due to the people present there. 
A woman who immerses in such a place will be concerned that 
others might see her, which will lead her to immerse hastily and 


perhaps incorrectly. They explain that the mats placed by Shmu- 
el's father around the site of immersion served as a partition so 
that nobody could see his daughters immersing (Josafot, citing 
Rabbeinu Hananel). 
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The Gemara relates that Shmuel’s father’ prepared ritual baths for 
his daughters in the days of Nisan, by digging holes and letting 
them fill with natural rainwater, and he placed mats® in the 
Euphrates River in the days of Tishrei.™ Since the water was shal- 
low and the riverbed was muddy, he placed mats on the riverbed so 
that they could immerse without getting dirty. 


The Gemara cites a similar halakha involving the interposition of an 
item during immersion. Rav Giddel says that Rav says: Ifa woman 
gave a cooked dish to her son, and afterward she immersed" in a 
ritual bath and ascended from the ritual bath, the immersion is 
ineffective for her. The reason is that even though now, after the 
immersion, there is no food stuck to her body, one can say that 
perhaps as she walked back after immersing the food fell off. Since 
one cannot be certain that there was no food stuck to her body while 
she immersed, she should not handle food immediately before 
immersing. 


Rami bar Abba said: With regard to these bloodletting incisions 
[ravdei dekhusilta],"' until three days have passed since the blood- 
letting, when they have not yet formed a hard scab, they do not 
interpose and invalidate an immersion. From this point forward 
they interpose, as the scab is too hard for the water to penetrate. 


Mar Ukva said: With regard to mucus that is in the eye," if it is 
moist, it does not interpose and invalidate an immersion. But if 
the mucus is dry and hard it interposes. When is it called dry? It 
is called dry from the time that it begins to turn yellow. 


Shmuel says: Eye shadow that is in the eye" does not interpose" 
and invalidate an immersion. But eye shadow that is on or around 
the eye interposes. And if the womans eyes were constantly blink- 
ing, then even eye shadow that is on or around the eye does not 
interpose, as the constant blinking removes the eye shadow. 


Ritual baths...in the days of Nisan and mats in the days of 
Tishrei - wn mia DD mia DKN: Immersion in running 
spring water is valid. By contrast, immersion in rainwater is valid 
only if the water is collected in one place (Beit Yosef). If flowing 
spring water is mixed with a small amount of rainwater it is con- 
sidered as a spring. But if the rainwater constitutes the majority of 
a spring or of a river, it does not render pure one who immerses in 
it while the water is flowing; rather, such water is effective only if 
gathered in one place. Therefore, if a river is mostly rainwater, one 
must place reed mats or something similar to form an enclosure 
to gather the water before immersion. 

The Rema writes that one should be stringent and rule in 
accordance with this opinion. He adds that there are some who 
permit immersion in rivers all year long, even when much of the 
water is from rainwater and melted snow, because most water in 
a river comes from the river's source. He writes that the custom 
in most places without a ritual bath is to immerse in the river, and 
one should not object to those who act leniently. Nevertheless, 
one must be careful not to immerse in a river that is comprised 
entirely of rainwater and dries up when there is no rain. Even 
though all the other rivers contribute water to it when it rains, 
since it dries completely when there is no rain it is prohibited to 
immerse there unless the water is gathered in one place. A river 
that does not dry up, even if it spreads over its banks during the 
rainy season, may be used for immersion. This is in accordance 
the lenient opinion and based on custom (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Mikvaot 9:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 207:2). 


If a woman gave a cooked dish to her son and immersed — 
may) m Swan mana: If a woman feeds her child and then 


HALAKHA 


immerses, the immersion is invalid because she may have dirt 
or grease on her hands. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Giddel, citing Rav (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:19; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 199:6). 


These bloodletting incisions, etc. - ^3) xo sya: Dried 
blood on a wound is an interposition. The pus within it is not an 
interposition. If the pus oozes out, within the first three days 
of being wounded it is liquid and is not an interposition, but 
after that time it is considered to be dry and is an interposition. 
Therefore, a woman who has many scratches on her body must 
soak in water until the scabs become soft. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rami bar Abba (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 2:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 198:9). 


Mucus that is in the eye - pyaw qha: Mucus around the eye is 
an interposition even if it is soft. The Beit Yosef writes, citing the 
Ra'avad, that in the case of hard mucus in the eye it is only when 
one immerses in order to handle or eat ritually pure food that it 
is an interposition, but if she is immersing herself only in order 
to become permitted to her husband it is not considered an 
interposition (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 198:7, and see Shakh there). 


Eye shadow that is in the eye - pyy ginaw bins: Eye shadow 
within the eye does not interpose, but that which is outside the 
eye does interpose. If a woman constantly opens and closes 
her eyes, then even the eye shadow outside the eye does not 
interpose. This is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 198:8). 


PERSONALITIES 


Shmuel’s father - Senw mas: Shmuel's father was 
he amora Rabbi Abba bar Abba the Priest, one of the 
first generation of amora’im. In the Babylonian Talmud 
he is often referred to as the father of his famous son, 
since the name Abba was very common. In the Jerusa- 
em Talmud he is referred to as Rabbi Ba bar Va. 

The Sages of Eretz Yisrael considered him very 
important, and even after he returned to Babylonia 
hey would send him their halakhic questions. He was 
especially close to Levi ben Sisi, who came from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia and was his closest friend. In addi- 
ion to his great Torah knowledge, Abba bar Abba was 
wealthy and owned many fields. His became wealthy 
hough trading in silk. In addition to Shmuel he had a 
son who was a Torah scholar known as Rabbi Pinehas. 


BACKGROUND 

Mats — »¥5)2: This is referring to a type of woven reed 
mat. It seems that whereas a regular mat was woven 
from whole reeds, this type of mat was made from 
pieces of reeds. For this reason it was softer than a 
regular reed mat. It was harder than a leather surface 
and for this reason leather was the preferred surface 
for sitting on. 


NOTES 
Ritual baths...in the days of Nisan and mats in the 
days of Tishrei — wm aia %3 p Aa NKR: 


The Torah mentions two types of purifying waters (see 
Leviticus 11:36): A spring and a pit, i.e., a ritual bath. There 
are many halakhic differences between these two, one 
of which is that the water of a ritual bath must be gath- 
ered in a single place, whereas a spring is comprised of 
flowing water. In Nisan, Shmuel's father was concerned 
that the river might contain rainwater, which renders 
one pure only when it is gathered, and therefore he 
fashioned a ritual bath for his daughters adjacent to the 
river, to avoid the risk of an invalid immersion in flow- 
ing rainwater. In Tishrei it is possible to immerse in the 
river because there is very little rain during the summer 
months. For this reason, during that period Shmuel’s 
father prepared mats for his daughters to immerse in 
the river. 


Eye shadow that is in the eye does not interpose — 
yyin ivy pya ginaw bina: Some explain that since eye 

shadow placed in the eye must be kept moist to prevent 

damage to the eye, it is not considered an interposition 

(Or Zarua, citing Rashbam). 


LANGUAGE 
Bloodletting incision [rivda dekhusilta] - %12°) 
xpi: Rivda refers to a puncture or an incision. 
Khusilta is the Aramaic term for bloodletting or the 
wound created in the process of bloodletting. 
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Rabbi Yohanan says: If a woman opened her eyes very wide or 
closed her eyes very tightly" while immersing, this immersion is 
ineffective for her. Such open or closed eyelids prevent the water 
from reaching the creases around the eyes. 


Reish Lakish says: A woman may immerse herself in a ritual bath 
only in the manner that she grows, i.e., she may not force her arms 
to her sides or close her legs tightly. She is not obligated to spread 
her limbs widely, but simply stand in her normal manner. As we 
learned in a mishna (Nega’im 2:4): When a man has a leprous mark 
between his legs and stands before a priest for inspection, he should 
appear like one who is hoeing, i.e., with his legs slightly apart, and 
if it is under his arm, he should appear like one who is harvesting 
olives, with his arms slightly raised. If the mark is not visible when 
he is standing in that manner, it is not impure. By contrast, a woman 
with a leprous mark between her legs should appear like one who 
is weaving, and if the mark is beneath her breast she should appear 
like a woman who is nursing her son." 


Rabba bar Rav Huna says: A single hair tied" in a knot interposes 
and invalidates an immersion. 


HALAKHA 


If she opened her eyes very wide or closed her eyes very 
tightly - apta pyy myy ix INVA Pay agya: A woman 
should not close her eyes too tight while immersing nor open 
them too wide. If she did so there is a dispute between the 
authorities as to whether the immersion was valid or not (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 198:39). 


And like a woman who is nursing her son — ma ny 7937931: 
A woman immersing for purity in a ritual bath should not stand 
fully upright, nor bend in half, but should stoop forward slightly, 
as she stands when setting up a loom. The underside of her 
breasts should be visible as they are when she nurses a baby, 
and her armpits should be visible as they are when she weaves 
while standing. She is not obligated to separate her legs too far, 
nor separate her arms from her body, but keeps them in the 
manner in which she walks. If she bends over too far or stands 


too straight the immersion is nevertheless valid, although there 
are some who say it is invalid (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 1:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 198:35). 


A single hair tied - 7wP NNN KM: A single knotted hair 
interposes and invalidates an immersion. This is only if the 
woman is particular that it should not be knotted, but if the 
woman is not particular the immersion is valid. If the majority of 
her hair is knotted, each hair by itself, the Rambam writes, citing 
the geonim, that the immersion is invalid. The Rambam himself 
holds that the head is not treated as an independent entity in 
evaluating whether the interposition covers most of the area 
that has to be immersed, and the immersion is not valid only 
if the water is unable to reach the majority of the entire body. 
The Ra’avad agrees with the opinion of the geonim (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a198:5, 
and Beur HaGra there). 


PK - DW TSIM [YK - voy 
ab prc ay aN pi ay wT 
DIS Ws 


Three hairs tied together in a knot do not interpose, as three hairs 
cannot be tied so tightly that water cannot penetrate them. With 
regard to two hairs tied together in a knot, I do not know" the 
halakha. And Rabbi Yohanan says: We have a tradition that only 
one" hair interposes, but two or more do not prevent the water from 
reaching the body. 


NOTES 


Two | do not know — yi 92% DAW: There is a dispute between 
the early authorities as to the status of two hairs tied together. 
Some write that two hairs do not interpose (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:15; Smag; Rosh). According to them 
there is a dispute in the Gemara between Rabba bar Rav Huna 
and Rabbi Yohanan, and the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who says that only one knotted hair 
interposes. Others write that it is uncertain whether two hairs 
tied together interpose or not (Ran; Rashba; Rabbeinu Yeruham) 
because they hold that Rabbi Yohanan does not disagree with 
Rabba bar Rav Huna concerning this, but all agree that the 
halakha of two knotted hairs is uncertain (Beit Yosef). 


We have only one - nny Kox Sy px ax: The early authorities 
write that this is referring to a case where the majority of the 
hairs on a woman's head are each knotted individually (Rosh). 
The Rambam writes (Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:15) that 
although this is the ruling of the geonim (see also Ra‘avad), he 
holds that the head is part of the body with regard to defining 
a majority in immersion, and therefore even if all of the hairs 
are knotted individually it does not interpose, provided that 
she is not particular about it. But if she has other substances 
interposing between her body and the water, her hair combines 
with them to potentially form a majority, which interposes even 
if she is not particular about her hair. 
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Rabbi Yitzhak says: By Torah law," if there is an interposition 
between a person and the water, and it covers the majority of his 
body, and he is particular" and wants the interposing substance 
removed, it interposes and invalidates an immersion in a ritual bath. 
But if it covers the majority of his body but he is not particular’ 
about that substance, it does not interpose. But the Sages issued a 
decree prohibiting substances covering the majority of his body with 
regard to which he is not particular, due to substances covering the 
majority of his body about which he is particular. And likewise, they 
issued a decree against substances covering the minority of his body 
with regard to which he is particular, due to substances covering the 
majority of his body about which he is particular. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But let them also issue a decree 
prohibiting substances covering the minority of his body with regard 
to which he is not particular, due to substances covering the minor- 
ity of his body about which he is particular. The Gemara answers: 
The Sages did not issue such a decree, as that prohibition is itself a 
rabbinic decree, and will we arise and issue a decree to prevent the 
violation of another decree? 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the issue of the correct time for 
immersion. Rav says: A menstruating woman who wishes to 
immerse to complete her purification process at her time, i.e., at the 
end of seven days, may immerse only at night," i.e., on the night after 
the seventh day, the night of the eighth day. But a woman who wishes 
to immerse not at her time, i.e., on the eighth day or afterward, may 
immerse either during the day or at night. Rabbi Yohanan says: 
Whether she is immersing at her time or not at her time, she may 
immerse only at night. This is because her daughter might follow 
her example when she is old enough, and also immerse in the daytime, 
but she may do so on the seventh day, when immersion is not valid. 


And even Rav retracted his opinion and ruled that a woman who is 
immersing after menstruation may never do so during the day. As 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: A menstruating woman 
who wishes to immerse to complete her purification process, whether 
at her time or whether not at her time, may immerse only at night, 
because her daughter might follow her example and immerse during 
the daytime of the seventh day. 


NOTES 


By Torah law - mya 337: Rabbi Yitzhak stated his ruling con- 
cerning a case where the material that interposes covers only 
the majority of the body, but a substance that covers the person 
entirely is considered to interpose by Torah law, even if he is not 
particular to remove it, as explained in Yevamot 78b. 


If it covers the majority of his body and he is particular - ia 
voy “papi: Rabbi Yitzhak does not explain the meaning of the 
term majority. Some explain that this refers only to hair, and only 
with regard to hair is there a distinction between the major- 
ity and the minority. But with regard to the body, even a small 


If it covers the majority of his body and he is particular - ia 
voy apan: By Torah law if there was a substance covering the 
majority of a person who was about to immerse, or the majority 
of a utensil that is being immersed, the immersion is not valid. This 
applies only if the person is particular about the presence of the 
substance and would want to remove it, but a substance about 
which a person is not particular does not invalidate the immersion 
even if it covers the majority of his body. Similarly, a substance that 
covers less than the majority of the body, even if the person is 
particular about it, does not invalidate the immersion. 

By rabbinic law any substance about which one is particular 
invalidates the immersion, even if covers only a small amount 
of the body or utensil. This is a decree, lest one immerse where 
there is a substance that covers the majority of the body or utensil. 
Similarly, any substance that covers the majority of the body or 


HALAKHA 


interposition that covers only a minority of the body interposes 
(Rashi). Many early authorities disagree with this opinion and 
explain that Rabbi Yitzhak holds that the immersion is not valid 
only if there is an interposition covering the majority of the body 
(Tosafot; Tosefot HaRosh). 


If it covers the majority but he is not particular — vapa ivy ian 
voy: Some early authorities explain that since this individual is not 
particular about the interposing substance, it will not be removed, 
and therefore it is nullified as part of his body, and for this reason 
it does not interpose (Rashi on Sukka 6b). 


utensil invalidates the immersion by rabbinic law, even if one is not 
particular about it, least one immerse where there is a substance 
about which one is particular. This is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 1:12; 
Shulhan Arukh Yoreh De‘a 1981). 


May immerse only at night — mya Kox mbaiv myx: A woman 
may not immerse to render herself pure from impurity due to 
menstruation on the seventh day, but only on the night afterward. 
If she does not immerse at the correct time she may also not 
immerse during the daytime on the eighth or ninth day because 
her daughter will notice and may eventually immerse on the sev- 
enth day. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 197:3). 
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BACKGROUND 


Neresh — wa: Neresh was a Babylonian city near the 
eresh River, south of Sura. It was an important agricul- 
ural and commercial center that was home to a large 
number of date-palm farmers and producers of alcoholic 
beverages. Straddling the desert, its inhabitants were con- 
sidered uncultured. Regardless, it was home to a Jewish 
community for many generations, producing no small 
number of Sages. At one point the prominent amora Rav 
Pappa was the head of the academy in Neresh. 


Pappunya — 3195: The city of Pappunya was built 
between Pumbedita and Mehoza, on the banks of the 
Pappa River, after which it was named. Among the Rabbis 
of this city were Rav Aha bar Yaakov and Rav Mattana. 


Pumbedita — xm»tamis: Pumbedita, a town on the 
Euphrates River northwest of Neharde’a, was an important 
center of the Babylonian Jewish community for many gen- 
erations. As early as the Second Temple period, Pumbedita 
was referred to simply as: The Diaspora. After the destruc- 
tion of Neharde’a, its academy moved to Pumbedita, and 
Torah study continued there uninterrupted until the end 
of the geonic period. 


Mehoza — tina: Mehoza was a city on the Tigris River 
located near the Malka River. It was a large commercial 
city, most of whose inhabitants were Jews. Unlike the case 
in most other Jewish communities, the Jews in Mehoza 
generally earned their living from commerce. Many Jews 
in Mehoza were converts or immigrants from several other 
countries. After Neharde’a was destroyed in 259 CE, many 
of the scholars from its academy relocated to Mehoza, 
which became the Torah center of leading scholars such as 
Rav Nahman; Rav Sheshet; Rava, who later became head of 
the academy in Mehoza; Ameimar; and Rav Kahana, who 
was Rav Ashi’s teacher. After Abaye’s death in approxi- 
mately 338 CE, the academy in Pumbedita, then headed 
by Rava, also moved to Mehoza for a period of time. 


Location of Pumbedita, Pappunya, Mehoza, and Neresh 


LANGUAGE 
Gatekeepers [abulaéei] - nian: This word appears to 
derive from the Greek BovAn, boulé, meaning a council 
or group of officials. Some explain that it refers to the city 
guards who patrolled the walls. 
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The Gemara cites examples of Sages who permitted immersion on 
the eighth day due to exceptional circumstances. Rav Idi decreed 
in Neresh® that the women may immerse during the daytime on 
the eighth day" due to the lions that roamed the area at night and 
posed a threat to women who immersed at that time. Rav Aha bar 
Yaakov decreed in Pappunya® that the women should immerse 
during the daytime on the eighth day due to thieves who posed a 
threat to women who immersed at that night. 


Similarly, Rav Yehuda decreed in Pumbedita® that the women 
should immerse in the daytime on the eighth day due to the cold 
of the night. Rava decreed in Mehoza® that the women should 
immerse in the daytime on the eighth day due to the gatekeepers 
[abula’ei],| who were untrustworthy and might hurt the women on 
their way to and from immersion. 


§ Rav Pappa said to Rava and to Abaye: Since nowadays the 
Sages have given all women who menstruate the status of an uncer- 
tain greater zava, may they immerse on the seventh day during 
the daytime? A greater zava, after counting seven clean days, may 
immerse on the seventh day. Since all women who menstruate now 
count seven clean days after the bleeding ceases, more than seven 
days from the onset of her menstruating have passed by the seventh 
clean day. 


Rava and Abaye replied that they may nevertheless not immerse on 
the seventh day, due to the statement of Rabbi Shimon. As it is 
taught in a baraita: The verse states: “But if she be purified of her 
ziva, then she shall count to herself seven days, and after that she 
shall be pure” (Leviticus 15:28). The purification of a zava must be 
after the seven days, i.e., after all of the days, which must be con- 
secutive so that there are no days of impurity separating between 
the seven clean days. Rabbi Shimon says that the phrase “And after 
that she shall be pure” teaches that after the action of counting 
seven clean days she shall be pure. In other words, once she has 
examined herself at the beginning of the seventh day she may 
immerse on that day. 


Rabbi Shimon continues: But the Sages said: It is prohibited to 
do so, i.e., to immerse on the seventh day, lest she come to a case 
of uncertainty. If she were to engage in intercourse with her hus- 
band on that seventh day after immersion, and afterward on the 
same day she experiences bleeding, it would retroactively nullify 
her entire seven clean days, which would mean that she engaged in 
intercourse with her husband while she was impure, rendering them 
both liable to receive the punishment of karet. 


§ Rav Huna says: A woman may wash her hair" on the first day of 
the week, Sunday, and immerse on the third day of the week, i.e., 
Monday night. The proof of this is that sometimes a woman washes 
her hair on the eve of Shabbat, but she does not immerse until the 
conclusion of Shabbat, which is the same interval as from Sunday 
to Monday night. 


Rav Idi decreed in Neresh that women may immerse on the 
eighth day — sant xiv bavn wya “pr 11 ppm: Even 
though the Sages said that a woman may immerse only at 
night, when there are exigent circumstances she may immerse 


HALAKHA 


Examples include if a woman is afraid to immerse at night due 
to the cold or thieves, or if the city gates are closed at nightfall 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 197:4). 


on the eighth day, in accordance with the decree of Rav Idi. 


A woman may wash her hair - nadin nwy: The requirement to 
wash one’s hair before immersion is a decree of Ezra. The Gemara 
(Bava Kamma 82a) explains that the verse: “And he shall wash [et] 
his flesh in water, and he shall be pure” (Leviticus 14:9), teaches 


NOTES 
The word et serves to include one's hair in this halakha. This is 
referring only to the requirement to examine whether there are 
knots or dirt; there is no obligation to wash one’s hair by Torah 
law. Ezra decreed that washing hair is a requirement. 


that no item may interpose between one’s body and the water. 
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Similarly, a woman may wash her hair on the first day of the week, 
Sunday, and immerse on the fourth day of the week, Tuesday night. 
The proof of this is that sometimes a woman washes her hair on the 
eve of Shabbat, but she does not immerse until the conclusion of 
the Festival that occurs after Shabbat, which is the same interval as 
from Sunday to Tuesday night. 


Furthermore, a woman may wash her hair on the first day of the 
week, Sunday, and immerse on the fifth day of the week, Wednesday 
night. The proof of this is that sometimes a woman washes her hair 
on the eve of Shabbat, but she does not immerse until the conclu- 
sion of two days of Rosh HaShana that occurs after Shabbat,’ 
which is the same interval as from Sunday to Wednesday night. 


But Rav Hisda said: We say that all of these long gaps between a 
woman washing her hair and immersing are permitted. But we do 
not say as proof that" since a woman washes her hair before Shabbat 
and immerses only several days later, she may do so during a regular 
week as well. One cannot learn this halakha from those situations 
involving Shabbat, as one cannot derive cases where alternatives are 
possible from those cases where alternatives are not possible. Where 
itis possible for a woman to wash her hair and immerse immediately, 
it is possible, and she is not allowed to do so any earlier. But where 
it is not possible for a woman to wash her hair immediately before 
immersion, e.g., when she must immerse after the conclusion of 
Shabbat or a festival, it is impossible, and for this reason she is 
permitted to wash her hair in advance. 


And Rav Yeimar said: We even say the proof that since a woman 
washes her hair before Shabbat and immerses only several days later, 
she may do so during a regular week as well. Rav Yeimar agrees with 
Rav Huna in all cases apart from that of awoman who washes her 
hair on the first day of the week, Sunday, and immerses on the fifth 
day of the week, Wednesday night. He maintains that Rav Huna’s 
proof from the conclusion of two days of Rosh HaShana that is 
after Shabbat is not a sufficient proof, as even in such a case a woman 
may not wait so long. Rather, it is possible for her to wash her hair 
at night after the conclusion of Rosh HaShana and immerse on that 
same night, so that she should not have such a long gap between 
washing her hair and immersing. 


Mareimar taught: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Hisda, that a woman should not wash her hair many days 
before immersing except when there is no other possibility. And the 
halakha is also in accordance with the manner in which Rav Yeimar 
explains that if Rosh HaShana occurs after Shabbat a woman should 
wash her hair on the night of her immersion. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha with 
regard to whether a woman may wash her hair at night and immerse 
on that same night? Mar Zutra deems it prohibited for her to do so. 
Since she will be in a hurry to immerse and return to her husband, 
there is a concern that she will not wash and examine her hair thor- 
oughly. And Rav Hinnana from Sura deems it permitted for a 
woman to wash her hair on the night of her immersion. 


HALAKHA 


We do not say that - Yny xb 12W: If the night of immersion occurs 
at the conclusion ofa Shabbat that is also a festival, the woman must 
wash her hair before Shabbat. Similarly, if a two-day festival occurs 
on Thursday and Friday and her time of immersion is at the onset of 
Shabbat, she must wash her hair on Wednesday and keep her hair 


tied so that it will not become dirty. When she immerses she must 
check her entire body and hair carefully for any item that interposes. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda, who rules strin- 
gently (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:16, and Kesef Mishne 
there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 199:6, and Beur HaGra there). 
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BACKGROUND 


Two days of Rosh HaShana that occurs after 
Shabbat - nw men WK bw oaiv on» aw 
DIOT nib: Such a scenario does not occur 
nowadays since Rosh HaShana cannot occur on a 
Sunday according to the fixed Hebrew calendar. 
When Rav Huna, who lived in the third century CE, 
presented this statement, such a situation could 
have occurred. 

For an extended period in antiquity the Hebrew 
calendar was established by the court based on 
the testimony of people who witnessed the 
appearance of the new moon. Various persecu- 
tions under Roman rule in the years following the 
destruction of the Second Temple made it more 
and more difficult to establish months using this 
system and to ensure that all Jewish communities 
in Eretz Yisrael and the Diaspora were celebrating 
the holidays on the same day. Since the fourth 
century CE the Jewish calendar has operated on 
a fixed astronomical system in which, with few 
exceptions, months of twenty-nine days alternate 
with those of thirty days. Among the halakhot 
upon which the fixed calendar was based is the 
principle that Rosh HaShana can never occur on 
a Sunday, Wednesday, or Friday. This was estab- 
lished in order to ensure that Yom Kippur never 
occurs immediately before or after Shabbat and 
that Hoshana Rabba never comes out on Shabbat. 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak — pny? 33 pama 27: Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak belonged to the fourth generation of Babylonian 
amora'im. He studied under Rav Nahman and Rav Hisda. 
He learned with Rava and after Rava's death became the 
head of the academy in Pumbedita, a position he held from 
352-357 CE. He was well known for his piety in observance 
of mitzvot, as well as for his refined character traits. His 
respect for others manifested itself in his kind manner and 
gentle speech. Furthermore, he advocated for dedication 
to intense Torah study. 


Perek X 
Daf68 Amuda 


NOTES 


Are you lacking kettles — mpr 317: The early commentar- 
ies disagree as to the purpose of these kettles. Some say 
that they were used to heat water for washing hair (Arukh). 
Others explain that hot water would be added into the cold 
water of the ritual bath so that the women could immerse 
in warm water (Rosh, citing Rabbeinu Hananel). According 
to this explanation, the Gemara here states explicitly that it 
is permitted to add hot water to a ritual bath. This halakha is 
a matter of dispute (Ra'avya; Riva; Sefer HaAgudda). 


BACKGROUND 


His letter - AYN: Due to the great distances between 
Jewish communities, not only between Eretz Yisrael and 
Babylonia but also between other communities in distant 
ands, and due to the dangers of journeying from one to 
another, there was great dependence on letters sent from 
one community to another. Sages of Eretz Yisrael sent many 
etters to the Sages of Babylonia. These were sent for many 
reasons, either to warn or notify the people about their 
observance of certain mitzvot, or to notify them of the 
ew Month. This dependence on letters lasted for many 
centuries. Ravin was one of those who wrote many letters. 
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Rav Adda said to Rav Hinnana from Sura: Was there not an 
incident like this involving the wife of Abba Mari, the Exilarch, 
who quarreled with her husband, and as a result she did not want 
to immerse in a ritual bath to become permitted to him; and Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak’ went to appease her and to persuade her to 
immerse, and she said to him: What is there that can be done 
now? There is no reason for me to hurry and immerse now. 


Rather, it is sufficient if you come back again tomorrow and speak 
with me then about this matter. And Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
knew what she was saying to him. She was alluding to the fact that 
she had not washed her hair while it was still daylight, and therefore 
she could not immerse that evening. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said 
to her: Are you lacking kettles [dudei]™ to heat water to wash your 
hair? Are you lacking buckets [tashtekei]' to bring the water to 
wash your hair? Are you lacking servants, who can help you pre- 
pare to wash your hair? It can be inferred from this story that Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak holds that it is permitted for a woman to wash 
her hair and immerse on the same night. 


§ Rava taught: A woman may wash her hair on the eve of Shab- 
bat and immerse at the conclusion of Shabbat. Rav Pappa said 
to Rava: But didn’t Ravin send the following halakha in his 
letter:? A woman may not wash her hair on the eve of Shabbat 
and immerse at the conclusion of Shabbat? Instead, she should 
wash her hair after the conclusion of Shabbat immediately before 
she immerses. 


And furthermore, you should be astounded with yourself: How 
did the Sages deem it permitted for a woman on a weekday to wash 
her hair during the day and immerse at night? Don’t we require 
that her immersion must be immediately after washing her hair? 
And if she washes her hair during the day, this requirement will not 
be fulfilled. The Sages reluctantly permitted a woman to wash her 
hair during the day, and they permitted this only due to the concern 
that she might not wash her hair properly if she would wait until 
night. Consequently, with regard to an immersion on the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat, she should avoid washing her hair a day or more 
in advance. 


LANGUAGE 


Kettle [dud] - 313: This word refers to large cauldrons that were 


placed on the fire to heat water. They were used primarily for 
cooking. The word is used in the verse: “And they roasted the 
Paschal offering with fire according to the law; and they cooked 
he sanctified offerings in pots, and in cauldrons [uvadevadim], 
and in pans, and carried them quickly to all the children of 
he people” (Il Chronicles 35:13). Onkelos translates the verse: 
When we sat by the fleshpots” (Exodus 16:3), as: By the pots 


u 


dudei] of meat. 


The word is also used to refer to a large vessel that is used for 
storing produce, like a large basket, as in the verse: “And behold 
wo baskets [dudael] of figs” (Jeremiah 24:1). 


Buckets [tashtekei] — »powy: From the Latin word testa, which 


means earthenware. It refers to a pot or a deep bowl. 


Earthenware pot from the talmudic era 
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As a result of Rav Pappas comments, Rava then appointed an 
interpreter® before him to publicize his retraction, and he taught: 
The statement I said to you was a mistake of mine. But in fact 
this is what the Sages said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: A 
woman may not wash her hair on the eve of Shabbat and immerse 
after the conclusion of Shabbat. And furthermore you should be 
astounded with yourself. How can a woman wash her hair during 
the day and immerse at night? Don’t we require: Her immersion 
must be immediately after washing her hair? And if she washes her 
hair on the eve of Shabbat, this principle will not be fulfilled. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is that a woman may 
wash her hair during the day and immerse at night." And the 
halakha is that a woman may wash her hair only at night. The 
Gemara comments: This is difficult, as one halakha contradicts 
the other halakha. 


The Gemara answers: It is not difficult. This ruling that she may 
wash her hair during the day is referring to a case where it is pos- 
sible, e.g., when she immerses on a weeknight and can wash her 
hair shortly beforehand during the daytime. That ruling that she is 
permitted to wash her hair only at night is referring to a case where 
it is not possible," e.g., when her time for immersion is after the 
conclusion of Shabbat. Since she may not wash her hair on the eve 
of Shabbat for an immersion after the conclusion of Shabbat, she 
must wash her hair at night, after Shabbat has ended, immediately 
before she immerses. 


MISHNA In the case of a menstruating woman 


who examined herself on the seventh day 
of menstruation in the morning and found that she is ritually pure 
and eligible to immerse in a ritual bath that evening, but during 
twilight of the seventh day she did not perform an examination 
that marks the transition between the days when she has a flow of 
blood and the days when she no longer has a flow of blood but 
immersed despite not having performed the examination, and after 
several days she examined herself and found that she is ritually 
impure, the presumptive status of that woman is one of ritual 
purity from the time of her immersion until her examination, and 
all ritually pure items that she handled in the interim remain pure. 


If she examined herself on the seventh day of menstruation in the 
morning and found that she is ritually impure, i.e., her menstrual 
flow continued, and during twilight of the seventh day she did 
not perform an examination to confirm the transition from ritual 
impurity to ritual purity but immersed nonetheless, and after sev- 
eral days she examined herself and found that she is ritually pure, 
the presumptive status of that woman is one of ritual impurity 
from the time of her immersion until her examination, and all ritu- 
ally pure items that she handled in the interim are impure. Since 
she found blood during her last examination in her days of men- 
struation, the concern is that the flow of blood continued during 
the days that followed, and therefore her immersion on the eve of 
the eighth day was ineffective. 


In a case where there was no blood found during the examination 
on the seventh morning and she did not examine herself during 
twilight, and several days later she discovered blood, where the 
mishna says that a woman’s presumptive status is one of ritual purity, 
that is the halakha only for the days following immersion. But she 
transmits ritual impurity to the ritually pure items that she han- 
dled before the examination in which she found blood fora twenty- 
four-hour period and from examination to examination, in accor- 
dance with the halakha ofa woman who experiences bleeding (see 
2a). And if she has a fixed menstrual cycle, on the day that she 
examined herself and found blood, her time is sufficient, i.e., it is 
assumed that the bleeding began then, and she does not transmit 
impurity retroactively. 


BACKGROUND 


Interpreter - xia: The word interpreter [amora] 
has the same meaning as the word disseminator 
[meturgeman] used in the Mishna. This interpreter 
of the Sages’ statements was often a scholar him- 
self, sometimes even an important Sage, whose 
role was to translate the exposition from Hebrew 
to Aramaic and to project it so that it could be 
heard by everyone. Sometimes there was more 
than one disseminator if the speech needed to be 
projected to a large group. Often, the dissemina- 
tor would not only translate but also explain the 
exposition, as the Sage would state the most basic 
ideas and the disseminator would expand and 
develop them. For this reason, the Sages of the 
talmudic period describe themselves as amora‘im, 
as they saw their role as being similar to that of 
these interpreters for the Sages of the Mishna. 


HALAKHA 


A woman may wash her hair during the day 
and immerse at night - nhai Dia NODIN AWK 
ava: A woman must wash her hair immediately 
before immersion ab initio. The best practice is for 
her to begin washing her hair while it is still day- 
ime, continue washing until it is dark, and then 
immerse. The best practice is to also comb her hair 
immediately before immersing, even though she 
as already washed her hair. The Rema writes that 
in exigent circumstances, when she must wash 
her hair during the day, or when she is unable 
o wash her hair during the day and must do so 
at night, it is permitted for her to do so. This is 
provided that she is not rushing to get home to 
er husband and she takes care to wash her hair 
properly (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 
2:16, and Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 199:3—4 and Beur HaGra there). 


NOTES 


This is where it is possible, that is where it is not 
possible — Wats xt XI WONT KT: The Gemara 
does not specify which i is the possible case and 
which is the case where it is not possible. It also 
does not explain which halakha applies in each 
case. Some commentaries maintain that the case 
referred to as possible is one where a woman is 
able to wash her hair during the day. This applies 
on weekdays, before she immerses at night. The 
case referred to as not possible is one where a 
woman must immerse at the conclusion of Shab- 
bat and she is therefore unable to wash her hair 
during the day, as it is Shabbat. In such a case, 
since it is impossible she must wash her hair at 
night (Rashi). 

Others contend that the case referred to as 
possible is one where a woman is able to wash 
her hair at night, as in the usual case of immersion, 
whether during the week or at the conclusion of 
Shabbat. The case referred to as not possible is one 
when a Festival occurs immediately after Shabbat 
and she is unable to wash her hair that night or 
during the day. In this case she must wash her hair 
before Shabbat (She'iltot of Rav Ahai; Rambam; 
Rashbam). 
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HALAKHA 


Even on the second day of her menstruation, etc. - box 
^) and Dwa: With regard to a menstruating woman 
who examined herself during her days of menstruation 
and found that the flow of blood had stopped, even if it 
stopped on the second of her seven days, and she did not 
examine herself again until after her days of menstruation 
concluded; and when she examined herself she found that 
she was impure, there is no assumption that she saw blood 
during the intermediate days such that she would be a 
zava. Rather, she has a presumptive status of purity during 
those days (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:20). 


A menstruating woman who examined herself on the 
seventh day in the morning - oa aayy APTaY Tn 
Dvn IT: If a menstruating woman examined her- 
self on the morning of the seventh day and found that 
she was impure, and during twilight she did not perform 
the examination to confirm her transition from impurity 
to purity but several days later she examined herself and 
found that she was ritually pure, she is considered to be 
an uncertain zava. If she finds herself to be impure she is 
a definite zava. Since she was impure at the outset and 
when she examined herself, she has a presumptive status 
that the flow of blood did not cease. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav. Rav disagrees with Levi only when 
she examines herself and finds herself to be impure, but if 
she finds herself to be pure Rav concedes to Levi that she 
is not a definite zava but an uncertain zava (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:20). 
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And Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to any woman who did not 
perform the examination marking her transition from ritual impu- 
rity to ritual purity on the seventh day from minha time onward,“ 
even if she performed an examination and found no blood that 
morning, the presumptive status of that woman is one of ritual 
impurity. And the Rabbis say: Even if on the second day of her 
menstruation" she performed the examination and found that 
she is ritually pure, and she did not perform the examination 
marking her transition from ritual impurity to ritual purity on the 
seventh day during twilight, and after several days she examined 
herself and found that she is ritually impure, the presumptive 
status of that woman is one of ritual purity from the time of her 
immersion until her examination. 


GEMARA The Gemara cites a dispute between 


amora’im with regard to a case where a 
woman did not perform an examination indicating her transition 
from ritual impurity to ritual purity, and three days passed in which 
it is possible that she received the status of a zava, and then she 
found that she was ritually impure. It was stated that Rav says: 
This woman is a definite greater zava. And Levi says: She is an 
uncertain greater zava. 


The Gemara asks: To which clause of the mishna does this dispute 
apply? If we say that Rav and Levi are referring to the first clause, 
i.e., a woman who examined herself on the morning of the seventh 
day and found herself to be ritually pure, but she did not examine 
herself at twilight, and several days later she examined herself and 
found herself to be impure, this cannot be correct, as the mishna 
teaches: The presumptive status of that woman is one of ritual 
purity. She is not a zava at all. 


Rather, say that they are referring to the latter clause of the mishna, 
when she examined herself on the morning of the seventh day and 
found herself to be ritually impure. If so, granted Levi's opinion is 
reasonable, as we say that this woman is an uncertain greater zava. 
But how can one explain Rav’s opinion that she is even a definite 
greater zava? After all, she examined herself and found that she is 
ritually pure. If so, how can she be a definite zava? 


Rather, when the dispute of Rav and Levi was stated, it was stated 
as a distinct halakha unrelated to the mishna, as follows: With 
regard to a menstruating woman who examined herself on the 
seventh day in the morning" and found that she was ritually 
impure, and at twilight of the seventh day she did not perform an 
examination to confirm her transition from ritual impurity to ritual 
purity, and after several days she examined herself and found that 
she is ritually impure, Rav says: This woman is a definite greater 
zava. And Levi says: She is an uncertain greater zava. 


The Gemara explains their opinions. Rav says: This woman is a 
definite greater zava, since from the outset she found herself to 
be ritually impure, and now she found herself to also be ritually 
impure. Consequently, she is definitely impure. And Levi says: 
This woman is an uncertain greater zava, as one can say that per- 
haps she stopped experiencing bleeding in between the morning 
of her seventh day of menstruation when she first found herself to 
be impure and several days later, on the second occasion that she 
found herself to be impure. 


From minha time onward — aby mma pa: The early com- 
mentaries disagree with regard to the exact definition of this 
time. Some say that it is referring to twilight (Rashi; Rabbi 
Betzalel Ronsburg), and the phrase: From minha time onward, 


NOTES 


means the conclusion of the time for reciting the minha prayer. 
Others hold that this is referring to the time known as minha 
ketana, which begins approximately two and a half hours before 
sunset. 
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And Levi taught similarly in a baraita:’ If a woman examined 
herself on the seventh day of menstruation and found herself to be 
impure, and she did not perform the examination to confirm her 
transition from ritual impurity to ritual purity, and after several 
days she examined herself, whether she examined herself and 
found herself to be ritually pure or whether she examined herself 
and found herself to be ritually impure, she is an uncertain 
greater zava. 


§ The mishna teaches: But she transmits ritual impurity to the 
ritually pure items that she handled before the examination in 
which she found blood for a twenty-four-hour period. The Gemara 
suggests: Let us say that it is a conclusive refutation of the opinion 
of Rava, as Rava said, with regard to the statement in the mishna 
on 38b that a woman has a presumptive status of ritual purity during 
the eleven days of potential ziva: This serves to say that a woman 
does not transmit ritual impurity for a twenty-four-hour period 
before experiencing bleeding during her days of ziva. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t the Gemara already cite a conclusive 
refutation of the opinion of Rava one time, on 39a? The Gemara 
explains that this is what we are saying: Let us say that there is a 
conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rava from this mishna 
as well. 


The Gemara responds that Rava could have said to you that when 
the mishna teaches: She transmits ritual impurity for a twenty- 
four-hour period, it is referring to the beginning of our chapter. 
Specifically, it is speaking of the mishna on 64b, which discusses 
the case of a young woman who saw menstrual blood before mar- 
riage while she was still in her father’s house. According to Beit 
Hillel she may engage in intercourse only the first night, during 
which the blood is considered the blood from the torn hymen rather 
than the blood of menstruation. This mishna is teaching that from 
that point onward, when she experiences bleeding she renders 
items impure retroactively for a twenty-four-hour period, like 
other women. 


The Gemara explains that this ruling is necessary, as it might enter 
your mind to say that since her cycle of menstruation and ziva is 
interrupted by days when any blood she discharges is considered 
to be ritually pure, she now reverts back as though it is considered 
like the beginning of her days of menstruation, and she does 
not transmit ritual impurity retroactively for a twenty-four-hour 
period. Therefore, this mishna teaches us that she does transmit 
impurity retroactively. 


§ The mishna teaches: And if she has a fixed menstrual cycle on 
the day that she examined herself and found blood, her time is 
sufficient and she does not transmit impurity retroactively. The 
Gemara asks: Shall we say that this is a conclusive refutation of 
the opinion of Rav Huna bar Hiyya, with regard to the ruling he 
says that Shmuel says? As Rav Huna bar Hiyya says that Shmuel 
says, with regard to the mishna on 38b that teaches that a woman 
has a presumptive status of ritual purity during the eleven days of 
potential ziva: This serves to say that a woman does not establish 
a fixed menstrual cycle during her days of ziva. 


PERSONALITIES 


Levi taught similarly in a baraita — nna nb Nan ya: This is redactor of the Mishna. Levi also collected and compiled baraitot. 


referring to Levi ben Sisi, one of the Sages in Eretz Yisrael in the 
transitional generation between the tanna'im and the amora’‘im. 


When a baraita from this collection is cited by the Gemara it is 
introduced with the words: Levi taught in a baraita. 


He was the preeminent disciple of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the 


nD qT” p + NIDDA : PEREK X : 68B 


487 


488 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NIDDA: PEREK X : 68B : :nD 97” p9 


jvars 2 Mr 3 KIT a i” ‘Was 
— ANDY a NDAY YP TON px 
PINT apn} won KIA ANT 
- PPOR PATI YS) PPD DDT 

ANY 74 


rath bay Moan pie TTD aY 
be paya ning pr b: TPT 
ARK TAN TD- MwA! pa 


a2 Ane PP PD oy IPY - VY 
AAT p IWA TIVA NODT Y 
mga mean bon - byny 

JUKI 


IKT INAY KDN 1- ONT 


INAK HOW PIK NANT PX 
TI D3 vwa pyaw a pt 
ae ay DOS a ae 
x> mene pa mine mya 
TSSA APTS ODT NSA WET 

am TNA 


Ow A pina stow AS sa 
TON PNO NW owe ype 
KW xb ab 


The Gemara answers that Rav Huna bar Hiyya could have said to 
you: When we say that a woman does not establish a fixed men- 
strual cycle during her days of ziva, we meant this only as a leni- 
ency, that she does not require three times to uproot" any such 
cycle. Rather, she uproots it after one time when she does not expe- 
rience bleeding in accordance with that cycle. As we say that her 
menstrual blood is removed during her days of ziva, and she is 
unlikely to discharge menstrual blood during that time. And since 
her blood is removed, if she established a fixed menstrual cycle it 
is sufficient for her to be deemed impure from the hour that she 
saw the menstrual flow. There is no decree of retroactive impurity 
on items that she previously touched due to the concern that the 
blood flow might have started earlier. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to any 
woman who did not perform the examination indicating her transi- 
tion from ritual impurity to ritual purity on the seventh day from 
minha time onward, even if she performed an examination and 
found no blood that morning, the presumptive status of that woman 
is one of ritual impurity. It is taught in a baraita that the Rabbis said 
to Rabbi Yehuda: If the halakha had been that a woman who will 
immerse must keep her hands placed in her eyes, a euphemism for 
her vagina, for the entire twilight period, what you say is fine. 
It would be reasonable to assume that since she did not examine 
herself at the end of the day she has a presumptive status of ritual 
impurity. 


But now that you say that it is insufficient to examine herself in the 
morning, what is your reasoning? Evidently, you say that when she 
removed her hand from examining herself perhaps she saw blood 
and is impure. Ifso, what difference is it to me if she performed the 
examination indicating her transition from ritual impurity to ritual 
purity on the seventh day from minha time onward, and what 
difference is it to me if she performed the examination indicating 
her transition from ritual impurity to ritual purity on the first day 
of her counting? 


The Gemara asks: Why do the Rabbis mention an examination 
on the first day of her counting? Is there one who said" that if a 
woman examines herself only on the first day that is sufficient? 


The Gemara answers: Yes, there is such an opinion, as it is taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: I asked Rabbi Yosei 
and Rabbi Shimon the following question when they were walk- 
ing on the road: With regard to a menstruating woman who exam- 
ined herself on the seventh day in the morning and found herself 
to be ritually pure, but at twilight she did not perform the examina- 
tion indicating her transition from ritual impurity to ritual purity, 
and after several days she examined herself and found herself to 
be ritually impure, what is the halakha? 


Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon said to him: She has a presumptive 
status of ritual purity up until the moment that she discovered that 
she was impure. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi asked them additional ques- 
tions: If she examined herself on the sixth day, or the fifth day, or 
the fourth day, or the third day, or even the second day, what is the 
halakha? Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon said to him: The halakha 
is no different. In all of these cases she has a presumptive status of 
ritual purity until she discovers that she is impure. 


That she does not require three times to uproot — x*va xbr 
apd nt xon: Ifa woman establishes a fixed menstrual cycle 
during her days of ziva it is uprooted after one time of her not 
experiencing menstrual bleeding at that time, because she has 
a presumptive status of not experiencing bleeding during her 
ziva days. This is in accordance with the Gemara's explanation of 
Rav Huna bar Hiyya’s statement (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 


Issurei Bia 8:9). 


HALAKHA 
Is there one who said - 12x7 yd Dx 1: In the case of a 
menstruating woman who examined herself on the first day of 
her days of menstruation, even though she finds herself ritually 
pure she is considered to be ritually impure, because for the entire 
first day she has a presumptive status that her uterus is open 
and discharging blood. This is in accordance with the Rambam’s 
explanation of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 6:20, and see Maggid Mishne there). 
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi comments: I did not ask about a woman who 
examined herself on the first day, and I erred in that I did not ask 
them. If I would have asked them they would have told me that even 
if she examined herself only on the first day, she still has a presump- 
tive status of ritual purity. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi explains his reason- 
ing: Is that to say that on all of these other days she was not stand- 
ing with a presumptive status of ritual impurity? And nevertheless, 
once she performed the examination and her blood is found to have 
stopped, it is considered to have stopped, and she now has the 
presumptive status of a woman whose bleeding has stopped. If so, 
on the first day too, once she performed the examination and her 
blood is found to have stopped, it is considered to have stopped, 
and she now has a presumptive status of a woman whose bleeding 
has stopped. 


The Gemara asks: And initially, what did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
hold? Why didn’t he ask them about a woman who examined herself 
only on the first day? The Gemara answers that he held that since 
she has a presumptive status that her spring, i.e., her uterus, is open, 
as she had just begun experiencing bleeding, an examination con- 
ducted on that day is ineffective. In any event, this baraita teaches 
that there is an opinion that even if a woman examined herself only 
on the first day, she has a presumptive status of ritual purity. 


MI S HN A With regard to a zav’ and a zava,’ who are 


required to count and examine themselves 
on each of seven clean days before purification in a ritual bath, who 
examined themselves on the first day and found themselves ritu- 
ally pure, i.e., with no blood, and they examined themselves on the 
seventh day and found themselves ritually pure, and on the rest 
of the intervening days they did not examine themselves, Rabbi 
Eliezer says: The presumptive status of the zav and the zava is one 
of ritual purity. Rabbi Yehoshua says: In that case, the zav and the 
zava have counted only the first day and the seventh day, two of 
the seven clean days, and they must count another five days to com- 
plete the tally. Rabbi Akiva says: The zav and the zava have counted 
only the seventh day,’ and they must count another six days to 
complete the tally. 


CG E M ARA It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer 

said to Rabbi Yehoshua: According to 
your statement, that the first day is included in her count of seven, 
you are counting at intervals, i.e., with days in-between that do not 
count, and the Torah states: “But if she be purified of her ziva, then 
she shall count to herself seven days, and after that she shall be pure” 
(Leviticus 15:28). This teaches that the purification of a zava must 
be after the seven days, i.e., after all of the days, which must be 
consecutive so that there are no days of impurity separating 
between the seven clean days. 


BACKGROUND 


Zav - 3x: The halakhot relating to the stringent ritual impurity 
caused by this condition appear in Leviticus, chapter 15, and in 
tractate Zavim. The zav becomes ritually impure as a result of 
discharging a white, pus-like substance. A man who experiences 
this discharge on one occasion becomes ritually impure for one 
day, similar to a man who experiences a seminal emission. If one 
experiences a second discharge on the same day or the follow- 
ing day, or if the initial discharge is prolonged, he contracts the 
more severe ritual impurity of a zav, which lasts seven days. One 
who experiences a third discharge on that day or the next day is 
obligated to bring an offering as part of his purification process. 
ot only does he become ritually impure, he also imparts ritual 
impurity through contact with vessels or people, by being moved 
by them, by moving them, and by lying or sitting on them. He also 
imparts impurity to items under a very heavy stone by sitting on 
he stone, although the stone itself does not thereby become 
impure. The fluids of a zav, i.e., his saliva, urine, and semen, impart 
ritual impurity, and the surfaces on which he sits or lies become 
primary sources of ritual impurity and can themselves impart 
ritual impurity to other articles. 


Zava - Mat: A zava is a woman who experiences a flow of men- 
strual-type blood during a time of the month when she is not 
due to experience menstrual bleeding. The first discharge makes 
her ritually impure, but until the third discharge she is a lesser 
zava and she observes a clean day for a day she experiences 
a discharge. After experiencing bleeding on the third day, the 
woman is considered a greater zava. A zava imparts ritual impurity 
in the same way as a zav, through contact with vessels or people, 
by being moved by them, by moving them, and by lying or sitting 
on them. In addition, a man who engages in sexual intercourse 
with her becomes a primary source of ritual impurity and imparts 
ritual impurity to others. A greater zava is purified through immer- 
sion in a ritual bath following seven clean days without bleeding. 
The immersion of a zava may take place during the day on the 
last day of her purification or any time thereafter. A greater zava 
is also obligated to bring an offering as part of her purification 
process. 


NOTES 
Rabbi Akiva says, they have counted only the sev- 
enth day - 1392 yaw pi KYN DIY PY TAN KPP IN: 
Since it is possible that they experienced a discharge on 
any of the intermediate days, which would overturn the 
counting of the previous days, they count the seventh 
day as their first day (Rashi). 
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Rabbi Yehoshua says: And you too, do you not concede with 
regard to a zav who experienced a seminal emission during his 
count of seven clean days, and with regard to a nazirite who walked 
under overhanging boughs and protrusions that have items whose 
status of impurity is uncertain beneath them, that they count at 
intervals, as both are impure for one day before resuming their 
counting? And yet the Torah states with regard to a nazirite who 
definitely contracted ritual impurity from a corpse: “But the former 
days shall be void, because his consecration was defiled” (Numbers 
6:12). This indicates that even in cases where the Torah says that one 
must count consecutively, it is permitted to count with intervals in 
between countings. 


And how would Rabbi Eliezer respond to Rabbi Yehoshua’s claim? 
He would say: Granted, there in the cases of the zav and the nazirite, 
the Merciful One states: “This is the law of him that has an issue, 
and of him from whom an emission of semen goes out, so that he 
is thereby impure” (Leviticus 15:32). This teaches that when a zav 
experiences a seminal emission it overturns the counting of only 
that one day. And if one would claim that the Sages should issue a 
decree due to the concern that one might confuse the halakha of 
one who had an emission of ziva during the seven clean days with a 
zav who had a seminal emission during the seven clean days, that 
is not a concern. The reason is that an emission of a ziva will not 
be confused with the case of one who experienced a seminal 
emission. 


Similarly, Rabbi Eliezer would say that in the case of a nazirite who 
walked under overhanging boughs and protrusions that have 
items whose status of impurity is uncertain beneath them, there 
is also no need to overturn all the previous days of counting, as 
by Torah law we require a full-fledged tent over a corpse, and 
it was the Sages who decreed that one who walks under overhang- 
ing boughs and protrusions is ritually impure. And a halakha that 
applies by rabbinic law will not be confused with a halakha that is 
mandated by Torah law. 


But here, in the case ofa zava who counts only the first and seventh 

day, if we are concerned that as she did not count the five intermedi- 
ate days perhaps she saw blood during those days, and since what 

occurred on those days is uncertain, only the first day counts for her, 
then one might come to confuse this situation with a case where 

she is certain that she saw blood during the intermediate days. One 

might mistakenly think that even if she definitely experiences bleed- 
ing during the intermediate days she can still count the first day as 

one of her seven clean days before immersing. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: 
The statement of Rabbi Eliezer appears more correct than the 
statement of Rabbi Yehoshua, and the statement of Rabbi Akiva 
appears more correct than the statement of all of them. But nev- 
ertheless, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer." 


§) A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to a zav and 
a zava who examined themselves on the first day of their seven 
clean days and found themselves to be pure, and they examined 
themselves again on the eighth day and found themselves to be 
pure, but they did not examine themselves on the remainder of 
the days, 


HALAKHA 


But the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer - awh na Geval bax: If a zava only examined herself 
once during her seven clean days, whether on the first day or 
seventh day or any of the other days, since she finds herself to be 
ritually pure before the seventh day, she has fulfilled her obligation. 


This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav cited later in the 
Gemara. The same applies to a zav. Others hold that she must 
examine herself on both the first and seventh days, and one may 
not be lenient (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:22, and 
Haggahot Maimoniyyot there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 196:4). 
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according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, that if they examined 
themselves on the first and seventh days they are considered to be 
pure during the intermediate days as well, what is the halakha?" Do 
we require the first and last days of the seven, and if so, here there 
is an examination on the first day, and yet there is no examination 
on the last day, but only on the eighth day? Or perhaps Rabbi Eliezer 
requires an examination only on the first of the days, and this is 
sufficient even though there is no examination on the last of the 
seven days. 


Rav said: This case of examining on the first and eighth days is the 
same as that of examining on the first and seventh days, i.e., Rabbi 
Eliezer requires an examination only on the first of the days, and this 
examination is sufficient even though there is no examination on 
the last of the days. And Rabbi Hanina said: We require an exami- 
nation on the first and last days of the seven, and here there is an 
examination on the first day but there is no examination on the last 
day. Consequently, Rabbi Eliezer would not permit a zav or a zava 
to count any of the days in this case. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav from a baraita: 
And the Sages agree with regard to a zav and a zava who examined 
themselves on the first day and on the eighth day and found them- 
selves to be ritually pure, that they have only the eighth day as part 
of their count. The Gemara asks: Who are the Sages who agree to 
this? Are they not Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua? These two 
Sages, who disagree in a case where the zav and zava examined 
themselves on the first and seventh days, are evidently the ones who 
agree in the case of awoman who performed an examination on the 
first and the eighth days. This seems to contradict Rav’s opinion. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, the Sages referred to here 
are Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva. Both of them agree that in 
this case the first day is not included in the count. Conversely, Rabbi 
Eliezer would say that the first seven days are included in the count 
and the eighth day is unnecessary, as there is a presumptive status of 
ritual purity from her examination on the first day. 


§ The Gemara cites another discussion with regard to which days 
are included in the count of seven clean days. Rav Sheshet says that 
Rav Yirmeya bar Abba says that Rav says: A menstruating woman 
who performed the examination marking the first step in her transi- 
tion from ritual impurity to ritual purity on her third day counts 
that day as part of the number of seven clean days. 


The Gemara asks: Why does a menstruating woman require any 
kind of counting? If this is during her days when she is expected to 
menstruate she may immerse after the conclusion of seven days, 
whether or not those days were clean. Rather, say that Rav meant as 
follows: A zava who performed the examination marking the first 
step in her transition from ritual impurity to ritual purity on her 
third day" counts that day as part of the number of seven clean days. 


Azava who performed her transition to ritual purity on her third 
day - aby whys Mba Aw DAW Tat: Ifa woman performs an 
examination on the third day of her ziva and finds that the bleed- 
ing has ceased, and she did not examine herself on the first of her 
seven days but on the seventh day she examined herself and found 


HALAKHA 


herself to be pure, she has a presumptive status of not having 
experienced bleeding for the entire time. This is in accordance 
with the statement of Rav Yirmeya bar Abba, citing Rav (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a196:4). 


NOTES 


According to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer what is 
the halakha - 3719 hx »a7: The question with 
regard to an examination on the first and eighth 
days applies only according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer. According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, 
although she may count days that are not consecu- 
tive, they must be days that can combine with each 
other. An examination on the eighth day cannot 
combine with the examination on the first day, as it 
is too distant. It is therefore clear that in his opinion 
the woman has verified there is no blood only for the 
eighth day in such a case. Similarly, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who is concerned that she 
might experience bleeding between the examination 
on the first day and the examination on the seventh 
day, the same applies if she examines herself on the 
eighth day. Therefore he too agrees that she verified 
there is no blood only for the eighth day in this case 
(Rashi). 
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Rav Sheshet said to Rav Yirmeya bar Abba: Did Rav say his hala- 
kha in accordance with the opinion of the Samaritans, who say 
that the day on which a zava ceases to experience the emission of 
ziva counts toward the number of seven clean days, and she does 
not need to count seven complete days? 


Rav Yirmeya bar Abba replied: When Rav says his halakha, he 
meant apart from the third day. Rav Sheshet challenged: If Rav 
meant apart from the third day, that is obvious; there is no need 
for him to issue such a statement at all. Rav Yirmeya bar Abba 
replied: No, the statement that she begins counting immediately 
after the third day is necessary for a case where once she saw that 
she was clean after the third day of her ziva emissions she did not 
examine herself again until the seventh day. 


And Ravis teaching us two halakhot. There, in the previous discus- 
sion with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, Rav stated that an 

examination at the beginning is sufficient, even though there is no 

examination at the end of the seven days. And here he teaches us 

that an examination at the end of the seven days is sufficient, even 

though there is no examination at the beginning of the seven days, 
but only on the day when she ceased experiencing bleeding. 


Rav Yirmeya adds that it is necessary to teach both halakhot, lest 
you say that we say that an examination at the beginning is suff- 
cient even though there is no examination at the end of the seven 
days, as we establish the clean days in accordance with their pre- 
sumptive status. But one might have thought that Rav would not 
permit her to consider all the days to have been clean in a case of an 
examination at the end of the seven days even though there is no 
examination at the beginning of the seven days, where no presump- 
tive status was established. Therefore, this second statement of Rav 
teaches us that even if she only examined herself at the end of the 
seven clean days it is sufficient. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to Rav Yirmeya’s explana- 
tion. Is that so? But when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael he said: 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, raised an objection to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, that a woman who is uncertain 
whether or not she miscarried an actual fetus must bring an offering 
(see 29a). The reason is that the majority of pregnant women carry 
actual fetuses. Rabbi Yosef objected to this from the case ofa woman 
who was forgetful," i.e., a woman who left town when she was 
pregnant, and later returned no longer pregnant. It is unknown 
whether she miscarried an actual fetus, and ifit was a fetus, whether 
it was male or female. The conclusion there was that she does not 
have any days when blood she discharges is considered ritually pure, 
which is the halakha following a birth, as her miscarriage might not 
have been a fetus at all. Apparently, here one does not follow the 
principle that the majority of pregnant women carry actual fetuses. 


NOTES 


A woman who was forgetful — myiv: The main discussion of 
a woman who is forgetful is on 29b. A baraita there teaches: A 
woman left home for an extended period of time while she was 
full, i.e., pregnant, and came back when she was empty, as she 
miscarried the fetus, but it is unknown exactly when and what 
she miscarried; she spent three weeks in our presence during 
which she was pure, i.e., she did not experience any bleeding, and 
for the following ten weeks she alternated between one impure 
week, in which she experienced bleeding every day, and one pure 
week, in which she did not experience bleeding at all. In such a 


case, the woman may engage in intercourse with her husband at 
the end of the fifth week following her return, on the eve of the 
thirty-fifth day, after which she is again prohibited from engaging 
in intercourse with him. 

There is a dispute between tanna‘im as to how many times she 
must immerse. Beit Shammai hold that she must immerse ninety- 
five times, whereas Beit Hillel hold that she needs to immerse 
thirty-five times, and Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda holds that she must 
immerse only once. 
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Ravin continues: And I do not know what his objection is, as the 
reason that she does not have any days when blood she discharges 
is considered ritually pure is not only due to the uncertainty as to 
whether or not she miscarried a fetus, but because it is also unknown 
when that miscarriage occurred, i.e., even if she miscarried a fetus, 
perhaps the days when blood she discharges is considered ritually 
pure had already been completed. As we maintain that the first 
week that she comes before us, when the court is uncertain with 
regard to her impurity, we tell her to immerse every night of that 
week, in the manner of a woman purifying herself after menstruation 
or childbirth, but we do not tell her to immerse during the daytime, 
as she has not counted seven clean days (see 29b). 


The Gemara explains how this discussion apparently contradicts Rav 
Yirmeya’s explanation. And if it enters your mind that we do not 
require all seven clean days to be counted before us, i.e., ifan exami- 
nation on the seventh day is sufficient, let us tell her to immerse 
also during the daytime, as perhaps she gave birth to a male baby 
during her days of ziva, and already performed her seven days 
of counting before she came before the court. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Rather, must one not conclude from this statement of 
Ravin that we require that her seven clean days be counted before 
us, which is why the court does not instruct her to immerse during 
the daytime. 


The Gemara rejects this contention. But didn’t we interpret that the 
baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said 
that we require her seven clean days to be counted before us? By 
contrast, Rav’s statement was in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, who holds that the days do not need to be counted 
before us. 


§ The Gemara stated earlier that according to the opinion of the 
Rabbis, the seven clean days do not need to be counted before us. 
The Gemara analyzes their opinion: And from where do you say 
that according to the opinion of the Rabbis we do not require that 
the seven days be counted before us? This is as we learned in a 
baraita: With regard to a woman who was forgetful and does not 
know whether she is now in her days of menstruation or days of ziva, 
who said: I saw blood on one day of impurity," the court instructs 
her to immerse nine immersions. 


The baraita clarifies: Since there is no way of knowing whether she 
is a woman purifying herself after menstruation or after ziva, she 
must immerse seven immersions on the following seven nights, 
for purification from menstruation, as each of these days might 
be the last of the seven days of menstruation. And she must also 
immerse during two days as purification from ziva, i.e., on the day 
that she arrives, in case she experienced bleeding the day before, and 
on the following day, as perhaps she experienced bleeding on the 
day of her arrival. But if this woman says: I saw blood at twilight 
that renders me impure, the court instructs her to immerse eleven 
immersions. 


The Gemara asks: These eleven days, what is their purpose? If she 
would normally require nine immersions, why does she require 
an extra two immersions if she experienced bleeding at twilight? 
Rav Yirmeya of Difti said: The baraita is referring specifically to a 
case where she came before us at twilight and says that she also 
experienced bleeding at twilight, but it is not clear whether she 
experienced bleeding on a previous day at twilight, or today at 
twilight. 


A woman who was forgetful who said, | saw blood on one 
day of impurity — PNI NAY INK D? TRY MiB: Some explain 
that this refers to a woman who is certain that she performed an 
examination marking the beginning of her transition from ritual 
impurity to ritual purity after she stopped experiencing bleeding. 


NOTES 


If she does not know whether she has performed this examina- 
tion she may not immerse at all (Ramban; Ran). Others write that 
even if she is uncertain about this it does not prevent her from 
immersing because this examination is a stringency, and immers- 
ing at the first possible time is its own mitzva (Tosefot HaRosh). 
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BACKGROUND 


Galahi - oma: Rashi explains that this was the cus- 
tom ina place named Galahi. The later commentaries 
explain that the word Galahi is either another name 
for the city of Sodom (Arukh LaNer), or it refers to 
a specific neighborhood within Sodom (Arukh). In 
Sanhedrin (109a-b) there are many stories about the 
wickedness of the people of Sodom, and the story of 
the orphan slaughtering the oxen is included among 
them (Ya’avetz). 


LANGUAGE 
Widow [armelata] - xm: This Aramaic word is 
phonetically related to, and has the same meaning as, 
the Hebrew word for widow, almana. 
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Rav Yirmeya explains: Therefore, she requires eight immersions to 
purify herself from menstruation, seven in case each of the follow- 
ing nights is the night after the seventh day of menstruation, and 
the eighth in case she experienced bleeding during twilight of the 
day she arrived, and this occurred in a time which was actually part 
of the next day, such that she needs to immerse also on the eighth 
night from her arrival, and three additional immersions during the 
day to purify herself from ziva. She must immerse during the day 
three times: She must immerse immediately, because if she experi- 
enced bleeding on the previous day during twilight it may have still 
been day, and right now, at twilight, it might still be day; she must 
immerse on the next day, because if she experienced bleeding on 
the previous day during twilight it may have already been night; and 
she must immerse during the day following the next day, because 
perhaps she experienced bleeding this twilight after it was night. 


If this woman who is forgetful with regard to her cycle of menstrua- 
tion and ziva says: I have not seen any blood at all, the court 
instructs her to immerse fifteen immersions. Rava said, in refer- 
ence to this final halakha in the baraita: This halakha is not a logical 
halakha. Rather, it is like the halakha that they judge in a place 
named Galahi.’ In that place they follow the behavior of Sodom, 
and say that with regard to one who has one ox," he must shepherd 
the local flocks one day, and one who does not have an ox must 
shepherd the local flocks for two days. It is not logical that a woman 
who has not experienced a flow of blood must immerse more times 
than one who has experienced a flow of blood. 


Apropos the mention of Galahi, the Gemara relates an incident that 
occurred in that place. There was an orphan in that town, the son 
of a widow [armelata],' who had no oxen of his own. The people 
of that town gave him their oxen to shepherd. This orphan went 
and slaughtered all of the oxen. He said to the townspeople: Who- 
ever has an ox should take one skin, while one who does not have 
an ox should take two skins. The people of Galahi said to the 
orphan: What is this that you are saying, i.e., what is the reason? 
He said to them: The end of the law is like the beginning of the 
law: Isn’t the beginning of the law that one who has no ox is 
preferred, and must shepherd the oxen for two days? So too, with 
regard to the end of the law, one who has no ox is preferred and 
should receive two hides. 


The Gemara returns to discuss Rava’s comment with regard to the 
ruling of the baraita: Here too one can claim: And if ina case where 
she says: I saw blood, it is sufficient for her to immerse either nine 
immersions or eleven immersions, so too, in a case where she 
says: I did not see any flow of blood at all, is it logical that she 
requires fifteen immersions? 


Rather, say that this is what the baraita means: If a woman says: I 
saw a flow of blood but I do not know how many days I saw blood, 
and likewise I do not know whether I saw the flow during the days 
of menstruation or if I saw the flow during the days of ziva, in 
such a case, the court instructs her to immerse fifteen immersions. 
The reason for these immersions is as follows: If she comes before 
us during the daytime, we give her seven immersions, beginning 
from that night, to remove the impurity of menstruation. Any of 
those seven nights might be the night after the last of her days of 
menstruation. 


One who has one ox, etc. — ^3) XTi mb Mx: The early com- 
mentaries explain why this ruling is illogical. It requires very little 
extra work for one who owns an ox that he must look after to look 
after oxen belonging to others at the same time (see Bava Metzia 


NOTES 


normally be tending to an animal at all should not be required to 
do so, as that would prevent him from performing another task. 
Certainly, there is no reason for him to have to watch the oxen for 
two days (Yad Ramah). 


69a). Conversely, one who has no oxen and therefore would not 
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And she requires eight immersions during the day to purify her from 
her ziva, as it is possible that she experienced bleeding for three con- 
secutive days, rendering her a greater zava, and one of those was on 
this day that she came before the court, and it is also possible that the 
day she arrived she did not experience bleeding, and she was a zava 
during her last clean day and had to immerse that day. If she comes 
before us at night, we give her eight immersions to purify herself 
from her menstruation, including one on the night that she comes 
before the court, and seven immersions during the day to purify 
herself from her ziva. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: With regard to her ziva, she still 
requires eight immersions. Since it is possible that she experienced 
bleeding for the third day on the day before coming to the court, she 
might be a greater zava, who starts her clean days only the day after 
she arrived. In addition, any of the first seven days may be the last 
clean day, on which she has to immerse herself. The Gemara answers: 
Rather, in both this case and that case she requires seven immersions 
to purify herself from the impurity of menstruation, and eight 
immersions to purify herself from the impurity of ziva. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: If the woman comes at night 
to the court, she requires eight immersions to purify herself from 
her impurity of menstruation. Why does the baraita require her to 
immerse a total of only fifteen times when there are cases where she 
must immerse sixteen times? 


The Gemara answers: With regard to purifying herself from the impu- 
rity of ziva, which can be taught in a distinct manner, as there is no 
difference whether she comes before us during the day and there is 
no difference whether she comes before us at night, the baraita 
counts the fixed amount of eight immersions. By contrast, with regard 
to purifying herself from menstruation, which the tanna cannot 
teach in a distinct manner, as when she comes before us at night she 
requires eight immersions but if she comes before us during the 
day she does not require eight immersions, the tanna did not count 
both options, but mentioned only seven immersions, which is the 
minimum number required. 


The Gemara returns to the initial purpose of this discussion, which was 
to indicate that the Rabbis do not require all seven days of counting 
before the court. And if it enters your mind that we require seven 
days of counting before us, why do I need all of these immersions? 
She should count seven clean days and only afterward immerse. 
Rather, must one not conclude from this that the baraita is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Akiva 
and who say that we do not require seven days of counting before us? 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Yosef, said to Rav Ashi, in rejection of this proof: 
But didn’t you resolve a difficulty in the baraita? Since you admit that 
the baraita in any event requires revision, resolve this difficulty too, 
and say this: If a woman comes and says: I counted" clean days but I 
do not know how many days I counted," and I do not know whether 
I counted during the days of menstruation or whether I counted 
during the days of ziva, the court instructs her to immerse fifteen 
immersions. If so, there is no proof that the Rabbis hold that the 
counting does not need to be before the court. 


| counted — 1799: The term: | counted, refers to a specific act 
performed by the woman. Therefore some explain that when she 
says: | counted, she means: | examined myself (Rashi). There is no 


NOTES 


But I do not know how many | counted — 17999 maa Ny Ti KI: 
She does not know if she examined herself during some of her clean 
days or on all of them (Rashi). 


requirement for her to actually count aloud. Others explain that 
proper practice is for a woman to count verbally each of her days 


(Shela, cited by Minhat Hinnukh). 
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HALAKHA 


A zav and a zava and a menstruating woman and a 
woman after childbirth and a leper, who died — 37 
naw prism aden TANAN: If a zav, a zava, a men- 
struating woman, a woman after childbirth, or a leper, 
die, they transmit ritual impurity through lying or sitting 
after their death just as they did while alive. Until when 
does the body transmit this impurity? Until the flesh has 
decayed. This impurity is by rabbinic law, due to the pos- 
sibility that one of these people first fainted and appeared 
dead, though still alive. Any surface which one of these sat 
or lay on after death becomes a primary source of ritual 
impurity by rabbinic law. This is in accordance with Rav's 
explanation of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 6:4). 


A gentile who died — maw 13: The corpse of a gentile does 
not transmit impurity through lying or sitting because 
when he was alive his impurity was by rabbinic law, in 
accordance with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s explanation of the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 6:4). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this interpretation 
of the baraita: If it is referring to a case where the woman said: I 
counted clean days but I do not know how many days I counted, 
it is impossible that she did not count at least one clean day. If so, 
she should not be required to immerse on the eighth day, in which 
case she is lacking one immersion, as the baraita rules that she must 
immerse fifteen times. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, say that she claims: I do not know 
if I counted any clean days or I did not count any clean days. Like- 
wise, she does not know whether she saw the blood during her days 
of menstruation or during her days of ziva. Therefore, she must 
immerse fifteen times, as it is possible that she has not yet counted 
at all. 


MISA NA ee 


struating woman, and a woman after child- 
birth, and a leper, who died," transmit ritual impurity by carrying 
their corpses, until the flesh decays. With regard to the corpse of 
a gentile who died," although when alive he transmits impurity 
like a zav, once he dies he is ritually pure and is prevented from 
transmitting impurity. 


Beit Shammai say: The status of all women when they die is as 
though they were menstruating women at the time of death. There- 
fore, the garments that they were wearing before they died are 
impure and require immersion. And Beit Hillel say: Only a woman 
who died with the impurity of a menstruating woman has the 
status of a menstruating woman after death. 


G E M ARA™ mishna teaches that the corpse of one 


of these impure people transmits ritual 
impurity by carrying. The Gemara asks: What does the mishna 
mean by the term: By carrying? If we say that it literally means by 
carrying, that is difficult: Is that to say that every other corpse does 
not impart ritual impurity by carrying? Since every corpse imparts 
impurity through carrying, why does the mishna need to specify 
this halakha in these specific cases? 


Rather, what does the mishna mean when it states: By carrying 
[bemassa]?" It means imparting impurity through a very heavy 
stone [even mesama]." There is a unique halakha with regard to the 
ritual impurity of a zav and a menstruating woman. If they sit on an 
item, even one that cannot become ritually impure, and beneath that 
item there is a vessel, although the weight of the zav or the menstru- 
ating woman has no physical effect on the vessel, it becomes ritually 
impure. 


The Gemara notes that the word mesama is based on a verse, as it is 
written: “Anda stone was brought and placed [vesumat] upon the 
mouth of the den; and the king sealed it with his own signet and 
with the signet of his lords, that nothing might be changed concern- 
ing Daniel” (Daniel 6:18). Accordingly, the mishna is teaching that 
although a corpse does not normally impart ritual impurity to ves- 
sels under a heavy stone, these specific types of corpses do transmit 
impurity in this manner. 


NOTES 


What does the mishna mean when it states: By carrying - x72 
wna: The wording of the Gemara teaches that the impurity of 
a heavy stone is due to ritual impurity imparted by carrying, i.e., 
a zav who sits on a heavy stone transmits impurity to any pure 
items underneath the stone as if he carried them. 


Through a very heavy stone [even mesama] — 12012 JAK: 
There are different explanations of this matter. The book of Daniel 
describes how the king placed a rock at the entrance to the lion's 


den after throwing Daniel inside: “And a stone was brought 
and placed [vesumat] upon the mouth of the den; and the king 
sealed it with his own signet and with the signet of his lords, that 
nothing might be changed concerning Daniel” (Daniel 6:18). This 
indicates that the stone was very heavy and bigger than a single 
person could move. This stone is meant to remain in one place, 
which is why it is called even mesama, which is related to the 
word hasama, meaning placed. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the Sages decreed that 
these specific types of corpses impart ritual impurity through a 
heavy stone? Rav said: It is a decree due to the possibility that 
perhaps one of these people might faint while sitting on the heavy 
stone, andit might be mistakenly thought they are dead and do not 
impart impurity to the vessels beneath. 


A tanna taught in a baraita that the Sages said in the name of Rabbi 
Eliezer: All of these types of corpses listed in the mishna impart 
ritual impurity through a heavy stone until the belly of the corpse 
bursts. The Sages imposed their decree only in cases where the 
corpse resembles a person who has fainted. Once the corpse is 
clearly no longer alive, it no longer imparts ritual impurity through 
a heavy stone. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to the corpse of a gentile who 
died, although when alive he transmits impurity like a zav, once 
he dies he is ritually pure and is prevented from transmitting impu- 
rity. It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: For 
what reason did the Sages say that the corpse ofa gentile who died 
is ritually pure and is prevented from transmitting impurity by 
carrying? Because his impurity that he transmits even when alive 
is not by Torah law, but by rabbinic law. The Sages decreed that 
every living gentile imparts ritual impurity in the manner of a zav; 
they did not extend their decree to include the corpse of a gentile 
in the manner of the corpse of a zav. 


§ The Sages taught: The wise people of Alexandria asked twelve 
matters of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hinnana.” Three of them were 
matters of wisdom," three were matters of aggada, three were 
matters of ignorance, and three were matters of behavior. 


The Gemara lists the questions. Three were matters of wisdom: 
The first question was with regard to a zav and a zava and a men- 
struating woman and a woman after childbirth and the leper, 
who died: Until when do they transmit ritual impurity by car- 
rying? Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: Until the flesh decays. This 
is the halakha taught in the mishna. 


The second question referred to the daughter of a wife who had 
been sent away by her husband, i.e., divorced, who then married 
another, but after her divorce from her second husband or his death 
she returned and remarried her first husband, to whom she is for- 
bidden (see Deuteronomy 24:1-4), and a daughter was born from 
this marriage. What is her, i.e., the daughter’s, status with regard 
to marrying a priest?" 


Do we say an a fortiori inference: And if in the case of a widow 
married to a High Priest, whose prohibition does not apply to 
all, i.e., it is prohibited for her only to marry a High Priest (see 
Leviticus 21:13-15), and yet the lineage of her son is flawed, as he 
is disqualified from the priesthood, then in the case of this daughter 
ofa remarried divorcée, whose prohibition applies equally to all 
men, is it not right that her son should be of flawed lineage? Or 
perhaps this comparison can be refuted: What is notable about a 
widow married to a High Priest? It is notable in that she herself 
is disqualified from the priesthood, i.e., if a High Priest engages in 
intercourse with her she is disqualified from partaking of teruma, 
whereas a remarried divorcée is not disqualified from partaking 
of teruma. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: 


HALAKHA 


The daughter of a wife who had been sent away, what is her 


in the interim, the offspring is of unflawed lineage, in accordance 


status with regard to a priest — aby) KIT nnbwn na: lfaman with Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hinnana's reply to the wise people of 


remarries his divorced wife after she had been married to another 


Alexandria (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 15:2). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hinnana - ja ywim 137 
xW: Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hinnana, sometimes 
referred to as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya or often 
simply as Rabbi Yehoshua, was one of the greatest 
Sages in the generation following the destruction 
of the Temple. He served as an important leader 
of the people during this time of transition. Rabbi 
Yehoshua was well known by both Jews and gen- 
tiles not only for his brilliance in Torah knowledge, 
but also for his knowledge of science and the natu- 
ral world, from astronomy to zoology. Many stories 
are told of his encounters with the Roman emperor, 
apparently Hadrian, as well as with the sages of 
other nations. Stories are told of his encounters 
with the sages of Athens and of Alexandria, which 
were two world centers of knowledge at that time. 


NOTES 
Three matters of wisdom - 723m 1927 aby: 
Some explain that the term matters of wisdom 
means matters of halakha (Rashi). 
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BACKGROUND 

Offering of a leper — yixia yap: The halakhot of tzara‘at, 
raditionally rendered as leprosy but not necessarily identi- 
fied medically with that illness, are recorded in the Torah in 
Leviticus (see chapters 13-14). They are detailed in tractate 
Nega’im, which deals exclusively with the different types 
of leprosy. The halakhot of the purification of a leper after 
he has been healed from his affliction are also stated in 
he Torah (see Leviticus 14:1-32). Part of the procedure is 
performed outside the Temple, e.g., shaving his hair. The 
eper brings to the Temple a lamb for a guilt offering and a 
log of oil, which are waved by the priest. After the sacrifice 
of the guilt offering, the priest applies some of the animal's 
blood to the earlobe of the leper, his right thumb, and his 
right big toe. Next, the priest takes some of the oil in his 
hand and sprinkles it seven times. Some of the remaining 
oil is placed on the leper's earlobe, thumb, and big toe. 
Finally, some of the leftover oil is placed on the leper's head. 
When all this has been done, the leper sacrifices a lamb, or 
a bird if he is poor, as a sin offering, and a second lamb, or 
bird if he is poor, as a burnt offering. 


HALAKHA 


Two lepers, their offerings became intermingled, etc. - 
AD PMP IW pyrivia vw: If the offerings of two 
epers became intermingled and one of the sin offerings 
is slaughtered and its blood sprinkled, and then one of the 
epers dies, what should the remaining leper do? He may 
not offer the second sin offering, since the first one may 
have been his and one may not bring two sin offerings 
or one sin. He may also not bring another animal in its 
place, because one does not bring a sin offering in a case 
of uncertainty. He may not bring a bird offering instead 
because a wealthy person may not bring the offering of a 
poor person. He must give all his possessions to another, 
so that he becomes poor, and then he may bring a bird 
as his sin offering, but it may not be eaten (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 5:10, and Kesef Mishne 
and Lehem Mishne there). 


Who brought an offering of a destitute person and he 
became wealthy or an offering of a wealthy person and 
he became destitute — Vwy ix VWYT Y 1377 WITO 
sym: If a leper brings the offering of a poor person and 
then becomes wealthy, or vice versa, his status is defined 
based on his situation at the time his guilt offering was 
sacrificed. If he was wealthy at that time he must bring the 
other offerings of a wealthy person, and if he was poor at 
that time he brings the offerings of a poor person. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 5:9). 


498 


NIDDA : PEREK X: 704A: Y 91” 915 


PIVA T px TIYA wn 


mpap away prysg Ww 
naga TMS e bap pma 
WY NIR TDT IA TS 


- pans) YDD ania 77> W% 
KIT JYI TXT KIM Wy MT 
popr by 


IWD bray way DPY NDN) 
inp% 


DEWI IIK NYY 37 VK 
IPK WIND NIPO NTI NG? 
Vey nea DEN AONT AN 
regs) TOYI DWY A? 1327 

nba axen nn 


yy [2p WITO yrs 3704 
shin Soa — nym wey ix yey 
JYAW 37737 IKON INK 


With regard to one who remarries his divorced wife, the Torah 
states: “Her former husband, who sent her away, may not take her 
again to be his wife, after she is defiled, for that is an abomination 
before the Lord; and you shall not cause the land to sin, which the 
Lord your God gives you for an inheritance” (Deuteronomy 24:4). 
By inference, she, the divorced wife, is an abomination, but her 
children are not abominations. In other words, if he transgressed 
the prohibition and remarried this woman, the daughters from that 
marriage are not disqualified from marrying priests. 


The third question was as follows: Two wealthy people who were 
lepers came to purify themselves and each brought a sin offering, a 
guilt offering, and a burnt offering. Their offerings?” became inter- 
mingled" with each other, and the offering of one of them was 
sacrificed, and subsequently one of them died. What shall be with 
the second individual, i.e., how can he complete his purification 
process? If the other one had not died, they could both bring the 
remaining offering with the stipulation that it should be sacrificed 
on behalf of whoever is the owner. But now that one is dead, the 
other person may not bring the remaining animal, as one may not 
sacrifice a sin offering for one who is dead. He may also not bring 
another animal instead, as the animal that was already sacrificed 
might have been his, and one may not bring a second sin offering. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: ‘The solution is for him to write a 
contract giving all his possessions to others, whom he trusts to 
return them as a gift later, and he is then considered to be destitute. 
And as a poor leper, he brings a bird sin offering, which can be 
brought even in a case of uncertainty. 


The Gemara challenges: But there is the guilt offering that a leper 
must bring, and this must be an animal not a bird, and may not be 
brought in a case of uncertainty. How can this leper bring his guilt 
offering? Shmuel says: Rabbi Yehoshua was referring specifically 
to a case where his guilt offering had already been sacrificed, 
before the animals became intermingled. 


Rav Sheshet said: Is it possible that a great man like Shmuel would 
say a statement like this? In accordance with whose opinion does 
this solution apply? Ifit is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who says that if the leper was wealthy when he sacrificed 
his guilt offering he has thereby fixed his manner of atonement, 
and must bring animals as his other two offerings, it is difficult: And 
once he fixed his guilt offering as an animal while he was wealthy, 
he may not bring a bird sin offering when he is destitute. 


As we learned in a mishna (Nega’im 14:11): With regard to a leper 
who brought an offering" of a destitute person and thereafter he 
became wealthy, or if he brought an offering of a wealthy person 
and thereafter he became destitute," everything follows after the 
sin offering; this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. If he was 
wealthy when he brought the sin offering, he brings the burnt offer- 
ing of the wealthy; if he was destitute at that time, he brings the 
burnt offering of the destitute. 


A leper who brought an offering - 1397 wan yy: Once 
a leper is healed, he must bring two birds as the first stage of 
his purification process. Afterward it is permitted for him to 
shave and enter the Israelite camp. Seven days later he brings 
three sheep, one as a guilt offering, one as a burnt offering, and 


NOTES 


one as a sin offering, as well as a meal offering and a /og of oil. 
If the leper is poor he brings a sheep as his guilt offering and 
two doves or pigeons as his burnt offering and sin offering. The 
animals are sacrificed in the following order: Guilt offering, sin 
offering, then burnt offering. 
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And Rabbi Yehuda says: Everything, i.e., the sin offering and the 
burnt offering, follows after his status at the time that his guilt 
offering was brought. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: Everything 
follows after the offering of the birds," brought seven days earlier, 
at the start of his purification process. 


Rav Sheshet continues: And if Rabbi Yehoshua’s statement is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said that the 
sin offering fixed the status of the remaining offerings, it is difficult: 
Why did Shmuel state that the case is where his guilt offering had 
already been sacrificed? Even if the guilt offering had not been 
sacrificed before the animals became intermingled, let him bring 
another animal as his guilt offering, and stipulate that if the guilt 
offering that was already slaughtered was his, this animal should be 
a peace offering. As we have heard that Rabbi Shimon said: Let 
him bring another animal and stipulate with regard to it. 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says, with regard to 
a leper of uncertain status who must bring a guilt offering and a log 
of oil for his purification: The following day, on the eighth day 
of his purification, he brings his guilt offering and his log of oil 
with it," and the priest stands him at the Gate of Nicanor,” and the 
leper stipulates with regard to the offering and says: If this person, 
i.e., I, was a leper, this is his guilt offering and this is his log of oil 
with it. And if not, this animal that I brought for a guilt offering 
shall be a voluntary peace offering, as the two offerings are 
sacrificed in the same manner. 


And that guilt offering of uncertain status requires 


Everything follows after the sin offering. . 


„after his guilt offer- 


- NOTES | 
The following day he brings his guilt offering and his log 


ing...after the birds — 0%...DW% 0%...NxYT y Join ben 
Diay: The Gemara (Arakhin 17b) ‘explains their dispute. They 
all derive from the verse: “This is the law of one who has the 
mark of leprosy, whose means do not suffice for his purification” 
(Leviticus 14:32). Rabbi Shimon holds that his status as a wealthy 
or poor individual is contingent upon the offering that atones 
and purifies him from sin, i.e., the sin offering. 


with it — say iad) ingg wan mma: The Gemara does not 
explain the context of Rabbi Shimon’ statement. Rashi explains 
that it refers to one who is a leper of uncertain status, who must 
bring a guilt offering and a /og of oil on the eighth day for his 
purification. Therefore the term: The next day, refers to the day 
following the seventh day of his purification. 
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that its slaughter must be performed in the north" of the Temple 
courtyard, as in the case of a guilt offering, and it requires place- 
ment of the blood on the right thumb and right big toe" and right 
earlobe of the leper, as described in Leviticus 14:14, and it requires 
placing hands on the head of the animal, and the accompanying 
wine libations and waving of the breast and thigh, like a peace 
offering. And it is eaten by males of the priesthood for one day 
and the following night, like a guilt offering, rather than for two 


days, like a peace offering. 


Its slaughter is in the north — jaya inwmg: The requirement 
that offerings of the most sacred order be ‘slaughtered i in the 
north of the Temple courtyard is specified with regard to the 
burnt offering: “And he shall slaughter it on the side of the altar 
northward before the Lord; and Aaron's sons, the priests, shall 
sprinkle its blood against the altar round about” (Leviticus 1:11). 
This principle is also applied to all other offerings of the most 
sacred order. 


— BACKGROUND | ————_- 
Gate of Nicanor — "i373 Ww: The Gate of Nicanor, which 
was situated by the main entrance to the Temple court- 
yard, was used when it was necessary for someone to 
be as close as possible to the courtyard without actually 
entering it. 


Gate of Nicanor 


Northern part of the Temple courtyard 


And requires placement on the thumb and big toe — pyu) 
niina nama: Part of the purification process of a leper on his 
eighth day is that after he has shaved his hair and immersed on 
the previous day, a priest places the blood of his guilt offering 
on his right thumb, big toe, and earlobe. The priest also places 
some of the oil on these three places. 
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NOTES 


Because he thereby brings sacrificial animals to... 
disqualification -boan m Dwn: In bring- 
ing this offering he reduces the permitted time for 
eating the offering. A peace offering may be eaten for 
two days and a night, whereas due to uncertainty he 
may eat this offering only for a single day and a night, 
and any meat that is left over to the second day has 
to be burned (Rashi). 


Three matters of ignorance [burot] - 733 awh 
mina: There is a dispute with regard to the meaning 
of the term burot. Some write that it means ignorance 
(Rashi). Others contend that it is referring to matters 
related to creation (Maharsha). Yet others claim that 
it means matters of the dead, who lie in the ground, 
and that the term should be written as pits [borot] 
(Hokhmat Betzalel). 
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But the Rabbis did not concede to Rabbi Shimon, because they hold 
that he thereby brings sacrificial animals to a situation where the time 
that they may be eaten is restricted, thereby increasing the likelihood of 
disqualification," as it might be a peace offering, which may be eaten 
for two days and one night. 


The Gemara answers that Shmuel holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon with regard to one halakha, i.e., that it is not the guilt 
offering that fixes whether the leper must bring the offerings of a wealthy 
person or a destitute person, but he disagrees with him with regard to 
one other halakha, as he does not permit such a stipulation in the case 
ofa guilt offering. 


The Gemara details the three matters of aggada that the sages of Alex- 
andria asked Rabbi Yehoshua. One verse states: “For I have no plea- 
sure in the death of him that dies, says the Lord God; but turn your- 
selves, and live” (Ezekiel 18:32). And one verse states, with regard to 
the sons of Eli the High Priest, who did not pay attention to the reproof 
of their father: “If one man sins against another, God shall judge him; 
but if a man sins against the Lord, who shall pray for him? But they did 
not listen to the voice of their father, because the Lord desired to 
kill them” (1 Samuel 2:25). Rabbi Yehoshua replied to them: Here, the 
verse in Ezekiel is referring to a case where the sinners repent, whereas 
there, the verse in Samuel is speaking of a case where the sinners do 
not repent. 


The sages of Alexandria also asked the following: One verse states: “For 
the Lord your God, He is God of gods, and Lord of lords, the great God, 
the mighty, and the awful, Who shows no favor nor takes graft” (Deu- 
teronomy 10:17), and one verse states: “The Lord shall show favor to 
you and give you peace” (Numbers 6:26). How can this contradiction 
be resolved? Rabbi Yehoshua replied to them: Here, the verse in Num- 
bers is dealing with the time before one’s sentence is issued, when God 
shows favor and forgives; there, the verse in Deuteronomy is referring 
to after the sentence has been issued, when He no longer forgives. 


‘The sages of Alexandria further asked: One verse states: “For the Lord 

has chosen Zion; He has desired it for His dwelling place” (Psalms 

132:13), and one verse states: “For this city has been to Me a provoca- 
tion of My anger and of My fury from the day that they built it until 

this day, so that I should remove it from before My face” (Jeremiah 

32:31). Rabbi Yehoshua replied to them: Here, the verse in Psalms is 

referring to the time before Solomon married Pharaoh's daughter (see 

1 Kings 3:1), whereas there, the verse in Jeremiah is speaking of the time 

after Solomon married Pharaoh’s daughter. 


The Gemara lists the three matters of ignorance’ that the sages of 
Alexandria asked Rabbi Yehoshua. What is the halakha with regard to 
the wife of Lot, who was turned into a pillar of salt as she fled from the 
city of Sodom (Genesis 19:26), in terms of whether she transmits ritual 
impurity as a corpse? Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: A corpse trans- 
mits ritual impurity, but a pillar of salt, even ifit was formerly a person, 
does not impart ritual impurity. 


The sages of Alexandria also asked Rabbi Yehoshua: What is the halakha 
with regard to the son of the Shunammite woman, who died and was 
brought to life by Elisha (11 Kings 4:33-36), in terms of whether he 
transmits ritual impurity as a corpse? Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: 
A corpse transmits ritual impurity, but a living person does not 
transmit ritual impurity, even if he had been dead temporarily. 


The sages of Alexandria also asked Rabbi Yehoshua: With regard to the 
dead who will be resurrected in the future, will they require sprinkling 
with ashes of the red heifer on the third and seventh days, like one who 
is purified after coming into contact with a corpse, or will they not 
require that sprinkling? Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: When they 
come to life, we will be clever for them and clarify the halakha. There 
are those who say that Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: When Moses our 
teacher comes with them, he will tell us the correct halakha. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


DIS Mey TPIS TT aT we 
DUD) Maw Nay 112 VAN PDM) 
Seyi x5) JD wy nay any TINA 
MATT! AA YM WPI xP OH? 
NY WE TAZI YY TS” VAR rw 

mam 


DN wa 772) PWR sen D1 
PITIK? WOR vias) mye ney 
saeyy man 


NNT NYE NTT 719 yw KP ND 
AyD 


Tay 17) voy AHN OTS Mey a 


Sy axa by wiyny an oT 
am) 937 


K? xT KDa NTT TY yawn XP ND 
MD 


Tox 201 Oa th ya OTS MEY ma 
A ABITI mers xe om) 


Perek X 
Daf71 Amuda 


IPA MYVI tay BAN 
aby Byin KD wy AIT TN 


ARY by DATE an DM VPI 
"RIT Np Y Dea 7 nom aay 


KY K Da KT - 15 yowa xp NA 
23D 


The sages of Alexandria also asked Rabbi Yehoshua three matters 
of behavior: What should a person do to become wise? Rabbi 
Yehoshua said to them: He should increase his time spent sitting in 
the study house and minimize his dealings in merchandise. The 
sages of Alexandria said to Rabbi Yehoshua: Many people have done 
so, and it did not help them to acquire wisdom. Rabbi Yehoshua 
responded: Rather, they should pray for mercy to receive wisdom 
from the One to Whom wisdom belongs, as it is stated: “For the 
Lord gives wisdom; out of His mouth comes knowledge and 
discernment” (Proverbs 2:6). 


With regard to the subject of wisdom, Rabbi Hiyya teaches a parable 
ofa flesh-and-blood king who prepared a feast for his servants. The 
servants eat the food placed before them, but in addition he sends 
some of the food that is before him to those he loves. Similarly, God 
sends some of His wisdom to those He loves, as the verse states: “For 
the Lord gives wisdom.” 


The Gemara asks: Since the path to wisdom is through prayer, what 
is Rabbi Yehoshua teaching us when he says that one should increase 
his time spent sitting and studying? The Gemara answers that Rabbi 
Yehoshua is teaching that this, prayer, without that, sitting and 
learning, does not suffice. 


The sages of Alexandria asked: What should a person do to become 
wealthy? Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: He should increase his time 
involved in merchandise and conduct his business faithfully. The 
sages of Alexandria said to Rabbi Yehoshua: Many people have done 
so, and it did not help them become rich. Rabbi Yehoshua replied: 
Rather, they should pray for mercy to receive wisdom from the One 
to Whom wealth belongs, as it is stated: “Mine is the silver, and 
Mine the gold, says the Lord of hosts” (Haggai 2:8). 


The Gemara asks: Since the path to wealth is through prayer, what is 
Rabbi Yehoshua teaching us when he says that one should increase 
his time spent involved in merchandise and conduct his business 
faithfully? Once again, the Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehoshua is teach- 
ing that this, prayer, without that, being involved in honest business, 
does not suffice. 


The sages of Alexandria further asked: What should a person do to 
have male children? Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: He should marry 
a woman who is fit for him 


and sanctify himself by acting modestly at the time of sexual 
intercourse.’ 


The sages of Alexandria said to Rabbi Yehoshua: Many people have 
done so, and it did not help them. Rabbi Yehoshua said: Rather, 
they should pray to receive sons from the One to Whom sons 
belong, as it is stated: “Behold, children are a heritage of the Lord; 
the fruit of the womb is a reward” (Psalms 127:3). 


The Gemara again asks: Since the path to sons is through prayer, what 
is Rabbi Yehoshua teaching us when he said that one should marry 
an appropriate woman and conduct himself with modesty during 
intercourse? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehoshua is teaching that 
this, prayer, without that, marrying an appropriate woman and being 
modest, does not suffice. 


NOTES 
And sanctify himself by acting modestly at the 
time of sexual intercourse — nywa inyy wp 
wm wna: Even though the Gemara here does not 
specify how he sanctifies himself during intercourse, 
Rashi explains that it refers to engaging in modest 
conduct during that act. 
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BACKGROUND 

Quarter-log of blood - 01 m39: A quarter-log 
serves as the basis for measures of liquid volume. 
It is approximately 80-150 ml, according to the 
varying opinions of the halakhic authorities. It 
is halakhically considered to be the minimum 
amount of blood required to sustain a person. 
There are various opinions as to how the Sages 
arrived at this measurement. One holds that 
hey estimated the amount of blood in a new- 
born baby, or the minimum amount a newborn 
needs to survive. 

It is interesting to note that this amount is 
approximately the quantity of blood pumped 
by the heart with every heartbeat. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who died and a quarter-log of blood 
emerged from her body — Axy) ANY MONI 
D7 nwa Maa: If a woman dies and blood 
emerges from her body, it transmits impurity as 
a blood spot, since any uterine blood is impure. 
Even if the blood emerged after her death and 
she was not a menstruating woman, since it 
emerged from an impure source it transmits 
impurity. If there is a quarter-/og of blood it also 
transmits impurity in a tent. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of the first tanna of the mishna 
and Rabbi Ze'eiri's explanation (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 4:15). 
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With regard to the verse from Psalms, the Gemara asks: What is 
the meaning of the phrase: “The fruit of the womb is a reward” 
(Psalms 127:3)? What act is rewarded here? Rabbi Hama, son of 
Rabbi Hanina, says: In reward for men withholding their semen 
in their belly in order to allow their wives to emit seed first, the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, gives him the reward of the fruit of the 
womb, i.e., sons. 


§ The mishna teaches that Beit Shammai say: The status of all 
women when they die is as though they were menstruating women. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Beit Sham- 
mai? If we say that their opinion is due to that which is written: 
“Then the queen was exceedingly distressed [vatithalhal]” (Esther 
4:4), this is difficult. The Gemara first explains the derivation. And 
Rav said: This teaches that she began to menstruate out of fear, as 
the cavities [halalim] of her body opened. Here too, when a woman 
is about to die, due to the fear of the Angel of Death she sees blood. 
This is difficult, as didn’t we learn in a mishna (39a) that trepidation 
eliminates the flow of menstrual blood? The Gemara answers: This 
is not difficult. Anxiety generated by extended worry contracts 
the muscles and prevents the blood from flowing, but sudden fear 
relaxes the muscles and causes the blood to flow. 


But if the reason Beit Shammai hold that all women who die have 
the status of menstruating women is due to fear, then what about that 
which we learned in a baraita: Beit Shammai say: The status of all 
men when they die is as though they were zavim; and Beit Hillel 
say: Only a man who died with the impurity of a zav has the status 
of a zav. If the reason that Beit Shammai maintain that all women 
who die have the status of menstruating women is due to fear of the 
Angel of Death, presumably they also should consider all men who 
die to have the status of a zav for the same reason. 


But this is difficult, as I will apply here the principle stated with 
regard to a zav: “An issue out of his flesh” (Leviticus 15:2) renders a 
man impure, but not an issue due to circumstances beyond his 
control. If a man has a discharge of ziva due to an illness or some 
accident, he does not become impure. Consequently, if he has a 
discharge due to fear after seeing the Angel of Death, he would not 
become ritually impure. 


Rather, the reason for the opinion of Beit Shammai is as it is taught 
in a baraita: At first they would ritually immerse all the utensils 
that had been used by women who died while menstruating, which 
had thereby contracted ritual impurity even if the utensils did not 
touch the women after their death. And as a result, the living men- 
struating women were embarrassed, as they saw that the status of 
a menstruating woman is so severe that it remains even after death. 
The Sages therefore instituted that one must immerse the utensils 
which had been used by all dying women, due to the honor of living 
menstruating women. 


Similarly, at first they would immerse all the utensils that had been 
used by zavin, men suffering from gonorrhea, who died, as the 
utensils had thereby contracted ritual impurity even if the utensils 
did not touch the men after their death. And as a result, the living 
zavin were embarrassed. Therefore, the Sages instituted that one 
must immerse the utensils that had been used by all dying men, due 


to the honor of the living zavin. 
MI S H N A With regard to a woman who died, and after 
her death a quarter-log of blood’ emerged 
from her body," although the blood emerged after death, it transmits 
ritual impurity by touching and carrying, due to the impurity of the 
spot of blood of a menstruating woman. This impurity as blood of 
menstruation applies to any amount of blood she emits, despite the 
halakha that generally, the blood ofa corpse transmits impurity only 
if it is at least a quarter-log in volume. And as it is a quarter-log of 
blood, it transmits impurity in a tent, as it is the blood of a corpse. 
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Rabbi Yehuda says: That quarter-log of blood does not transmit 
impurity due to the impurity of the spot of blood of a menstruat- 
ing woman, because that blood was displaced after she died. 
And Rabbi Yehuda concedes in the case of a woman who is sit- 
ting in childbirth on the travailing chair [mashber]' and she died, 
and a quarter-log of blood emerged from her body, that this 
blood transmits ritual impurity due to the impurity of the spot 
of blood of a menstruating woman. In that case, the blood was 
displaced while she was still alive. Rabbi Yosei said: For that 
reason, that quarter-log of blood does not transmit impurity in 
a tent, as it did not come from a corpse. 


GEMARA™ mishna teaches that according to 

Rabbi Yehuda a quarter-log of blood that 
emerges from a woman after death does not transmit impurity 
due to the impurity of a spot of blood of a menstruating woman, 
despite the fact that it came from the uterus. The Gemara raises 
a difficulty: By inference one might think that the first tanna 
holds that even though the blood was displaced after she died, 
it renders one ritually impure due to the impurity of a blood 
spot. This is not reasonable, as a dead woman cannot attain the 
status of a menstruating woman. 


Rabbi Ze’eiri said: Even the first tanna agrees that blood from the 
uterus which leaves the body after death does not impart impurity 
as a spot. Rather, the difference between the opinions of the first 
tanna and Rabbi Yehuda is whether the place of a woman's source, 
i.e., her uterus, is impure, and therefore any blood that passes 
through there is impure, even if it left her body after death. The 
first tanna maintains that even blood that appears after her death 
transmits impurity like the blood of menstruation, as it passed 
through the uterus when she was still alive, whereas Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that this blood does not transmit impurity as blood of 
menstruation, despite the fact that it passed through her uterus. 


Q The mishna teaches: And Rabbi Yehuda concedes in the case 
of a woman who was sitting in childbirth when she died, that the 
quarter-log of blood which emerged from her body transmits the 
ritual impurity of the spot of the blood of a menstruating woman. 
And Rabbi Yosei said: For that reason, that quarter-log of blood 
does not transmit impurity in a tent. 


The Gemara asks: By inference, one might conclude that the first 
tanna, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda, holds that the blood which emerges 
from a woman who died during childbirth also transmits impu- 
rity in a tent. This cannot be correct, as the blood left her while 
she was still alive. Rav Yehuda said: The difference between 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei is with regard to blood of submis- 
sion discharged from a body at the time of death, which contains 
a mixture of blood that leaves a person when he is still alive and 
blood that emerges after his death. Rabbi Yehuda holds that the 
blood which emerges from a woman who dies during childbirth 
is blood of submission, which transmits impurity in a tent by 
rabbinic law. Rabbi Yosei maintains that it is clear that this blood 
emerged from her body before she died, and therefore it is not 
blood of submission. 


As it is taught in a baraita: What is blood of submission,’ which 
imparts ritual impurity (see 62b)? Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, explained: The case is one of a person who was killed, 
from whom a quarter-log of blood emerged, a flow which began 
while he was alive and continued after his death, and it is uncer- 
tain whether a full quarter-log emerged while he was alive" and 
therefore does not transmit ritual impurity, and it is uncertain 
whether it emerged out after his death, in which case it imparts 
ritual impurity by Torah law, and it is uncertain whether the 
quarter-log emerged partly while he was alive and partly after his 
death." That is blood of submission. 


LANGUAGE 


Travailing chair [mashber] - saw: This is a term for the place 
where a woman sits when giving birth. There is a similar word 
in Aramaic, metavra. The term appears in the verse: “And they 
said to him: Consequently says Hezekiah: This day is a day of 
trouble, and of rebuke, and of scorn; for the children are come 
to the birth [mashber], and there is not strength to bring forth” 
(ii Kings 19:3). Some explain that it is called this because that 
is where the pain of childbirth breaks [meshaber] a woman. 


NOTES 


The blood of submission [tevusa] - 701207: This is referring 
to the blood which leaves a human body j ust before and just 
after his death. Some commentaries explain that the term 
tevusa is based on the verse: “And saw you wallowing [mitbo- 
seset] in your blood” (Ezekiel 16:6). The Sages decreed that this 
blood is ritually impure as a primary source of impurity, and 
therefore it renders items impure through contact or carrying 
or by a tent, i.e., by being under the same roof. 


HALAKHA 


Uncertain whether a quarter-log emerged while he was 
alive — tx» wma pap: In the case of a corpse that was on a bed 
and a quarter- log of blood emerged from it, and it is uncertain 
whether some of the blood emerged while the person was 
alive or all of it emerged after his death, the halakha is like 
other cases of uncertain impurity. Any person or item that 
touches this blood in a private domain is rendered ritually 
impure, but a person or item that touches the blood in a 
public domain is pure. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:14). 


Uncertain whether partly while he was alive and partly 
after his death — inina yma pap: In the case of blood which 
emerged from a person before his death that is mixed with 
blood that emerged after his death, where the total amount of 
blood is at least a quarter-/og, but it is not known how much 
blood emerged while he was alive and how much after his 
death, this blood is called: Blood of submission. This blood 
transmits ritual impurity through carrying or touching, and 
in a tent. The impurity is by rabbinic law. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 2:13). 
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NOTES 
And has still not stopped - pps x ptr: The 
meaning of this phrase is unclear. Some commen- 
taries explain that the Sages decreed that since the 
blood is still coming out, a quarter-log may emerge 
after death. But if the blood stopped flowing, and 
less than a quarter-/og emerged after death, the 
Sages did not decree impurity (Tosafot, citing Rab- 
beinu Yitzhak of Dampierre). 


HALAKHA 


And his blood was dripping into a hole - iat) 
xa ‘paw: In the case of blood that emerges 
from a person while he is alive, where it runs down 
into a hole, and blood continues to drip into that 
hole after his death, all of the blood is ritually pure, 
because each drip is nullified by the blood that 
emerged during his lifetime (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:14). 
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BACKGROUND 


Crucified - aby: Execution by crucifixion was one 
of the typical Roman forms of capital punishment. 
This torturous form of execution was routinely used 
to punish slaves, captives, and rebels. The act of 
crucifixion, nailing the prisoner's hands and feet to 
a wooden cross, was not enough to kill the crucified 
person. Ultimately, the prisoner would die from 
blood loss and dehydration; therefore, there were 
cases where people were removed from the cross 
and managed to recuperate. Until his death, the 
blood of the prisoner would drip continually onto 
the ground beneath him, and would continue to 
drip even after his death. 
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And the Rabbis say that this is not blood of submission, but a 
case of uncertain ritual impurity by Torah law, as it might all have 
emerged after death. Therefore, one applies the principle that in a 
private domain a case of uncertainty is considered to be ritually 
impure, whereas in a public domain a case of uncertainty is 
considered to be ritually pure. 


Rather, what is blood of submission? The case is one of a person 
who has been killed from whom a quarter-log of blood emerged 
while he was alive and continued emerging after his death and 
has still not stopped" coming out. It is clear that a full quarter-log 
did not emerge after his death, but it is uncertain whether the 
majority emerged while he was alive and the minority after his 
death, and equally uncertain whether the minority emerged 
while he was alive and the majority after his death. That is blood 
of submission. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: In the case of one who has been killed from 
whom a quarter-log of blood emerged, and he was lying in a bed 
and his blood was dripping into a hole" in the ground, the blood 
in the ground is ritually impure, because the drop of death is 
mixed with it. And the Rabbis deem it ritually pure, because 


each first drop and every other first drop is separated from the 
other drops of blood, i.e., it did not flow in a steady stream. Since 
the blood initially emerged while he was alive and is pure, every 
drop of blood which emerged after his death is nullified when it 
falls into that blood, and therefore the entire puddle of blood is 
ritually pure. The Gemara asks: The Rabbis are saying well to 
Rabbi Yehuda; how does he respond to their claim? The Gemara 
answers that Rabbi Yehuda conforms to his line of reasoning, as 
he said: Blood does not nullify blood." 


Rabbi Shimon says: In the case of one who is crucified’ on wood, 
whose blood does not drip but runs down the wood to the earth, 
and a quarter-log of blood is found underneath him, the blood is 

ritually impure. Rabbi Yehuda deems the blood ritually pure. He 

explains his reasoning: As I say that the quarter-log of blood found 

underneath the body came out while he was still alive, and the drop 

of blood that came out after his death remains on the wood. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. And Rabbi Yehuda, let him say to himself with regard to 
one who was killed on a bed and his blood is dripping into a hole 
in the ground: As I say that all the blood found underneath the 
body emerged while he was still alive and the drop of blood that 
came out after his death remains on the bed. Why does Rabbi 
Yehuda deem the blood ritually impure in such a case? The Gemara 
answers: The case of the bed is different, as the blood seeps 
through the bed onto the floor, whereas in the case of one who is 
crucified some of the blood may remain on the tree. 


NOTES 


Blood does not nullify blood - o1beana D7 pP: There is a dispute 
between tanna’‘im (Zevahim 77b) with regard to the blood of an 
offering which becomes mixed with water. The Rabbis hold that 


as long as it has the appearance of blood, the mixture may be pre- 
sented on the altar, even if there is more water than blood. Similarly, 


if the blood of an offering becomes mixed with wine or the blood 
of a non-consecrated animal, the wine or blood is viewed as if it 
were water, and if blood mixed with that amount of water would 


have the appearance of blood it may be presented on the altar. By 
contrast, Rabbi Yehuda holds that one type of item is not nullified 
by something of the same type. Therefore, blood is not nullified 
when it is mixed with other blood. Consequently, if even one drop 
of blood of a consecrated animal becomes mixed with blood of a 
non-consecrated animal, the blood of the consecrated animal is not 
nullified and the mixture may be presented on the altar. 
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MI S HN A Initially the Sages would say, with regard 


to a woman who gave birth and observed 


the seven or fourteen days of impurity for a male or female child, 
respectively, and then immersed in a ritual bath and who is observ- 


ing the period of the blood of purity," that she would pour water 
from a vessel in her hands to rinse the Paschal offering." Although 
it is permitted for such a woman to engage in intercourse with her 
husband, her halakhic status is like that of one who immersed that 
day and the sun has not yet set. She therefore assumes second- 
degree ritual impurity and confers third-degree ritual impurity 
upon teruma with which she comes into contact. Consequently, she 
may touch the vessel, as second-degree ritual impurity does not 
render a vessel impure. She may not touch the water, as it is desig- 
nated for rinsing the Paschal offering and therefore it is treated with 
the sanctity of sacrificial food, which is rendered impure by second- 
degree ritual impurity. 
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The Sages then said: Her status is like that of one who came into 
contact with one impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, i.e., 
one with first-degree ritual impurity, who renders consecrated 
items impure. But with regard to all non-sacred items, even non- 


sacred items treated with the sanctity of sacrificial food, such as the 
water used to rinse the Paschal offering, she has second-degree 
ritual impurity. Consequently, it is permitted for her to touch not 
only the vessel, but the water inside it as well, in accordance with 
the statement of Beit Hillel. Beit Shammai say: The status of the 
woman is even like that of one who is impure due to contact with 
a corpse, who is a primary source of ritual impurity and renders 
even a non-sacred vessel impure. 
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@ E M ARA The mishna teaches: A woman who gave 


birth, observed the days of impurity, 


immersed in a ritual bath, and who is now observing the period of 
the blood of purity would pour water from a vessel in her hands to 


rinse the Paschal offering. The Gemara infers: Pouring from a vessel, 
yes, this is permitted, but she may not touch the water itself. Appar- 
ently, non-sacred produce, e.g., even liquid such as the water for 
rinsing the Paschal offering, that was prepared according to the 
level of ritual purity required for sacrificial food,™ i.e., with the 
same stringencies as required for sacrificial food, is considered like 


sacrificial food. 
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But now say the latter clause of the mishna: The Sages then said: 
Her status is like that of one who came into contact with one 
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, i.e., one with first- 
degree ritual impurity, who renders consecrated items impure. This 
indicates that with regard to consecrated items, yes, she renders 


them impure, but with regard to non-sacred items, e.g., the water 
used to rinse the Paschal offering, she does not render them impure. 
Apparently, non-sacred produce that was prepared according 
to the level of ritual purity required for sacrificial food is not 
considered like sacrificial food. 


One who is observing the period of the blood of purity, etc. - 
“ovine 01y nawn: A woman who has immersed seven days 
after giving birth to a son or fourteen days after giving birth to a 
daughter is considered to have first-degree ritual impurity with 
regard to sacred items and food. She becomes pure with regard 
to sacred items and food only once she has completed her days 
of purity (Kesef Mishne; see Ra'avad). The Rambam adds that since 
she is impure with regard to sacred items and food she requires 
another immersion at the conclusion of her days of purity, and 
only afterward may she touch them. This is in accordance with 
the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 5:4). 


HALAKHA 


Non-sacred produce that was prepared according to the level 
of ritual purity for sacrificial food - wap mwy Www pon: 
Non-sacred food that was prepared as if it had the purity of 
sacrificial food, which then comes into contact with third-degree 
impurity remains pure, like other non-sacred food. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of the first tanna of the baraita. The 
Ra'avad writes that this is a minority opinion of Rav Nahman, but 
that the discussion in the Gemara and the unattributed baraita 
(see Hagiga 20a) hold that non-sacred food that was prepared 
as if it had the sanctity of sacrificial food has the same status as 
sacrificial food (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTu- 
mot 12:16, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


One who is observing the period of the blood of purity - 
vino ot by nawi: If a woman gives birth to a boy, she 
is impure for seven days; if she gives birth to a girl she is 
impure for fourteen days. After that she immerses, and 
then any blood she discharges during the following thirty- 
three days after giving birth to a son, or sixty-six days after 
a daughter, is ritually pure. In other words, she is permitted 
by Torah law to engage in intercourse with her husband 
during that time, even if she experiences bleeding. With 
regard to touching items, she has the status of one who 
immersed that day and is waiting for nightfall for the 
purification process to be completed. Accordingly, she 
is considered to have second-degree impurity, and she 
may not partake of teruma during these days of purity. 
The Gemara refers to her as one who has immersed and 
is waiting for the end of a long day, as the verse states: 
“And she shall continue in the blood of purification thirty- 
three days; she shall touch no sacred item, nor enter the 
Sanctuary, until the days of her purification be completed” 
(Leviticus 12:4). 


She would pour water to rinse the Paschal offering - 
she wouid A pouring water for a Paschal offering. Rashi 
writes that she fills the vessel which will be used to rinse 
e meat of the offering before it is roasted. She does 
not pour the water directly onto the offering, which is 
not yet present. 


Non-sacred produce that was prepared according to 
the level of ritual purity for sacrificial food — wy3w pan 
wpa mine by: Some people had the custom of eating 
heir non-consecrated food while maintaining the level 
of ritual purity required for sacred food, in order that their 
family members should not come to consume sacred 
ood accidentally in a state of ritual impurity. 
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HALAKHA =—W¥——___—__-- 
Partakes of second tithe — Wwyna mbain: During her days 
of purity a woman who has given birth is considered like 
one who has immersed during the day but is waiting for 
nightfall with regard to teruma and tithes. Therefore she 
may partake of tithes, but disqualifies teruma, in accordance 
with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 5:4). 


A drop from her saliva or from the blood of purity fell 
onto a loaf of teruma - bw apa by mine om apna bay 
mann: If saliva or blood falls from a woman after childbirth 
during her days of purity onto a loaf of teruma bread, the 
bread remains ritually pure. This is in accordance with the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 5:4). 


Immersion at the conclusion - miina ara: A woman 
does not require another immersion at the end of her days 
of purity before she may partake of teruma, in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 5:4). 


He immersed and ascended, he may partake of second 
tithe - wyna baix mbyybav: One who was ritually impure 
and immersed in a ritual bath may partake of second tithe 
even before nightfall, in accordance with the mishna in 
tractate Nega‘im 14:3 (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 
Sheni 3:4). 


And she separates part of her dough as halla - tiv) ayip 
abn: A woman who is impure due to menstruation may 
separate halla outside of Eretz Yisrael, since it is prohibited 
for her only to eat it, but not to touch it (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 12:1). 
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The Gemara explains: Whose opinion is expressed in the latter 
clause of the mishna? It is the opinion of Abba Shaul, as it is taught 
ina baraita that Abba Shaul says: With regard to one who was ritu- 
ally impure who immersed that day and is waiting for nightfall for 
the purification process to be completed, he has the status of one 
who is impure with first-degree impurity with regard to sacrificial 
food," in that he renders two items of sacrificial food impure, and 
disqualifies one additional item. In other words, the first item of 
sacrificial food that he touches assumes the status of second-degree 
impurity. A second item that comes into contact with the first item 
assumes third-degree impurity. A third item that comes into contact 
with the second assumes fourth-degree impurity and is therefore 
disqualified from being eaten, but it does not impart impurity to 


other items. 
MI S HN And Beit Shammai concede to Beit Hillel 
that a woman observing the days of purity 
partakes of second-tithe" produce, as it is permitted for one who 
immersed that day to eat second-tithe produce. And she separates 
part of her dough as halla, and she draws the vessel with the part 
of the dough that she separated near the rest of the dough, and she 
designates it with the name of halla. 


And Beit Shammai further concede to Beit Hillel that if a drop from 
her saliva or from the blood of purity fell onto a loaf of teruma," 
the loaf is ritually pure, as any liquid discharged from the body of 
one who immersed that day is ritually pure. 


There is another dispute between the tanna’im with regard to a 
woman who completed her days of purity. Beit Shammai say: Her 
immersion at the end of the days of impurity does not render it 
permitted for her to enter the Temple or to partake of teruma; rather, 
she requires immersion even at the conclusion of the days of 
purity. And Beit Hillel say: She does not require immersion at 
the conclusion" of the days of purity to render it permitted for her 
to partake of teruma, as the immersion at the end of the days of 
impurity is sufficient. 


> E M ARA The mishna teaches that Beit Shammai con- 

cede to Beit Hillel that the woman observ- 
ing the days of purity partakes of second-tithe produce. The Gemara 
explains that the reason is as the Master said: When the period 
of ritual impurity of a zav or leper has been completed, and he 


immersed during the day and ascended from the ritual bath, he 
may partake of second tithe" immediately. 


The mishna teaches: And she separates part of her dough as halla." 
The Gemara explains that non-consecrated food that is untithed 
produce with regard to halla, as it has not had halla separated from 
it, e.g., this dough from which a piece has been set aside for the 
future separation of halla, is not considered like halla, and there- 
fore is not rendered impure by the contact of a woman observing 
the days of purity. 


NOTES 


One who immersed that day is impure with first-degree 
impurity with regard to sacrificial food - wip) nyna oy Say: 
By Torah law one who was ritually impure and immersed that 
day and is waiting for nightfall does not transmit impurity to 
sacred food, but he does disqualify it. By rabbinic law he also 
renders it impure to the degree that it renders other sacred 


food ritually impure. 


She does not require immersion at the conclusion — 72x 
mixa mya TD: The early commentaries write that even 
according tothe opinion of Beit Hillel she must immerse before 
she may partake of sacred food, and she may partake of offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity only after she has brought the atonement 
offerings and immersed. The reason she must immerse at the 
end is that it has been a long time since her initial immersion 
and she will have taken her mind off sanctified food, and teruma 
as well, according to the opinion of Beit Shammai (Rashi). 
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The mishna also teaches that she draws the vessel with the part of the 
dough that she separated near the rest of the dough. The Gemara 
explains that this is as the Master said: It is a mitzva to separate 
teruma from produce that is situated nearby™ the produce it comes 
to exempt, ab initio. 


The mishna states: And she designates it with the name of halla. The 
Gemara explains that it is necessary for the tanna to teach this hala- 
kha, as it might enter your mind to say: Let us decree lest she comes 
to touch the halla from the outside." Therefore, the mishna teaches 
us that there is no such decree. 


The mishna teaches: And Beit Shammai concede to Beit Hillel that 
if a drop from her saliva or from the blood of purity fell onto a loaf 
of teruma, that the loafis ritually pure, as any liquid discharged from 
the body of one who immersed that day is ritually pure. The Gemara 
explains that the reason is as we learned in a mishna ( Tevul Yom 2:1): 
The halakha with regard to liquids that emerge from one who 
immersed himself that day from his state of ritual impurity is like 
that of liquids that he touches." And both these and those, the 
liquids that emanated from him and the liquids that he touched, do 
not transmit ritual impurity. This is the halakha except for liquids 
that come from a zav, who is a primary source of ritual impurity. 


The mishna teaches that Beit Shammai say: Her immersion at the 
end of the days of impurity does not render her permitted; rather, she 
requires immersion even at the end of the days of purity. And Beit 
Hillel say: The immersion at the end of the days of impurity is suffi- 
cient. The Gemara asks: What is the difference between them, i.e., 
what is the basis of their dispute? Rav Ketina said: The difference 
between them is with regard to the status of one who immersed that 
day, i.e., at the end ofhis time of impurity, anda long time has passed 
since the immersion. Beit Shammai hold that as a long time has 
passed, i.e., thirty-three days after the birth of a boy or sixty-six days 
after the birth ofa girl, she may not rely on that immersion. Beit Hillel 
maintain that she may still rely on that initial immersion. 


MI S H N A There is a dispute with regard to a woman who 

sees blood on the eleventh day, which is the 
final day of the period fit for the flow of a zava. It is permitted for her 
to engage in intercourse with her husband after observing one clean 
day corresponding to the one day that she saw blood, but in this case, 
she failed to observe one clean day. Rather, she immersed in a ritual 
bath that evening, the eve of the twelfth day, and then engaged in 
intercourse" with her husband. 


Beit Shammai say: Since she did not observe that corresponding 
clean day, she retains the status of a zava. Therefore both she, the zava, 
and her husband, who engaged in intercourse with a zava, transmit 
impurity to items designated for lying or sitting, to the extent that 
these transmit impurity to food and drink that came in contact with 
them, and in her case, to people as well. And each of them is liable 
to bring a sin offering for participating in intercourse involving a zava. 


HALAKHA 


It is a mitzva to separate teruma from produce that is nearby — 
apan yr pind mya: One may separate teruma only from produce 
hat is gathered in one place. For example, if one has fifty sea of 
produce in one location and fifty sea in another location, he may not 
separate two sea from one location for the entire one hundred se. If 
one did separate teruma from another location, the separation is valid. 
This is in accordance with the mishna (Halla 1:9). This is provided that 
he separated teruma is protected. But if one has wine or oil barrels 
hat are breaking or leaking, he may not say: These are teruma on 
behalf of the produce in my home. If he does so it has no effect. This 
is in accordance with a baraita cited in Bava Kamma 115b (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 3:17). 


Like that of liquids that he touches - 073 yaiait jpwias: Liquids 
that emerge from one who immersed himself that day and is waiting 
for nightfall have the status of liquids that he himself touched. For 
instance, if the liquids touched non-sacred liquid, the non-sacred 
liquid is considered ritually pure. If they touched a liquid of teruma, 
it assumes third-degree impurity. If they touched a liquid that was 
consecrated, the liquid assumes fourth-degree impurity (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 10:4). 


She immersed that evening and then engaged in intercourse — 
TOWN 1w mya: If a woman experiences bleeding on the 
eleventh day of ziva and immerses that night, she transmits ritual 
impurity to items designated for lying or sitting even though she 
cannot become a greater zava (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 6:17). 


NOTES 


It is a mitzva to separate teruma from produce 
that is nearby — qan yo ain) myn: Teruma 
must be separated from produce that is all in one 
place. One may not set aside teruma on behalf 
of produce that is elsewhere. This is a decree in 
case the produce that is meant to be teruma was 
actually lost at the time when it was designated 
as such, which would mean that teruma was not 
separated at all. Others maintain that it is a Torah 
edict, not based on logical reasoning, that one 
may not separate teruma or tithes from produce 
that is not nearby (Tosefot HaRosh). 


From the outside — Ħa: According to most 
manuscript versions of the Talmud, this term 
belongs with the previous sentence, not here. 
The Gemara should read as follows: And she des- 
ignates it with the name of halla from the outside. 
In other words, she designates it without placing 
her hand inside the container of the dough. 
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NOTES 
And Beit Hillel say - oyaix tba mar: This discus- 
sion is cited on 54a, and the amora’im disagree as to 
its meaning. Rav Sheshet holds that it is forbidden 
to be a glutton, whereas Rav Ashi holds that it is 
inappropriate behavior but does not transgress any 
prohibition. 


That husband is a glutton — 84 mY: Although 
according to Beit Hillel there is no sin, as she 
observed some time of the day, nevertheless Rav 
Ashi understands that it is behavior that can lead 
to transgression: If a husband is accustomed to 
engage in intercourse with his wife on the twelfth 
day of her days of ziva, he might also come to 
engage in intercourse with her in the midst of 
the eleven days, on the day after she experienced 
bleeding (Rashi). 


They agree with regard to one who sees blood in 
the midst of her eleven days of ziva - ngina pw 
DY Wy INK Jina: Since the baraita began by say- 
ing that Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai agree that an 
immersion at night for ziva is not a valid immersion, 
why does the baraita later repeat that Beit Hillel 
agree with Beit Shammai in such a case that the 
zava and her husband are impure and must bring 
an offering? Rashi explains that the baraita starts 
by mentioning a general halakha with regard to a 
zava who immersed, and then proceeds to explain 
the circumstances of this specific case. 
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And Beit Hillel say: Although they transmit impurity to items desig- 
nated for lying or sitting, they are exempt from bringing the sin 
offering. Since the twelfth day is unfit for the flow of a zava, and even 
if she were to experience bleeding on the eleventh, twelfth, and thir- 
teenth days she would not become a greater zava, one who experi- 
ences bleeding on the eleventh does not need to observe a corre- 
sponding clean day. 


If the woman immersed on the day following the eleventh day and 
she engaged in intercourse with the man of her house, i.e., her hus- 
band, on that twelfth day and then saw blood, Beit Shammai say: 
They transmit impurity to items designated for lying or sitting by 
rabbinic law, as the Sages issued a decree ofimpurity in the case when 
the second day is the twelfth day, due to a case when the second day 
is within the eleven days fit for the flow of a zava. And they are exempt 
from bringing the sin offering, as she observed part of the twelfth day, 
and the bleeding she experienced after engaging in intercourse, which 
occurred during her period of menstruation, is not fit to be appended 
to the discharge of the zava on the eleventh day. 


And Beit Hillel say:" That husband is a glutton," as he could not wait 
for the conclusion of the twelfth day before engaging in intercourse. 
Nevertheless, the Sages did not issue a decree of impurity. And Beit 
Hillel concede to Beit Shammai in a case where the woman sees blood 
in the midst of the eleven-day period, and she immersed in the 
evening and engaged in intercourse with her husband without 
observing a corresponding clean day, that they transmit impurity to 
items designated for lying or sitting. And each of them is liable to 
bring a sin offering for participating in intercourse involving a zava. 


If she saw blood in the midst of the eleven days and observed part of 
a corresponding clean day and immersed on the day following the 
day that she saw blood and engaged in intercourse" with her husband, 
that is wayward conduct, as the possibility exists that she will experi- 
ence bleeding after intercourse that will be appended to the bleeding 
ofthe previous day, rendering her a zava and disqualifying the immer- 
sion. And the status of ritually impure items with which they came 
into contact and the status of their intercourse is contingent upon 
whether she experiences bleeding on the day of her immersion, in 
which case the ritually pure items become impure and they are liable 
to bring a sin offering, or whether she does not experience bleeding 
that day, in which case the ritually pure items remain pure and the 
woman and man are exempt from bringing a sin offering. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: And Beit Sham- 


mai and Beit Hillel agree with regard to a 
woman who immersed at night to purify herself after having been a 
lesser zava," that it is not a valid immersion. And Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel also agree with regard to a woman who sees blood in the 
midst of her eleven days of ziva," rendering her a lesser zava who must 
wait one clean day and immerse the day after, but she immersed in 
the first evening without waiting one clean day and engaged in inter- 
course with her husband, that she transmits impurity to items des- 
ignated for lying or sitting that came in contact with the couple, and 
she and her husband are liable to bring a sin offering. 


Immersed on the day following the day she saw blood and 


HALAKHA 
Immersed at night to purify herself after having been a lesser 


engaged in intercourse — wav) winx bw ba may: A lesserzava zava - math nye) mbaiva: A greater or lesser zava who immerses 


who immersed on the day she was observing a clean day is con- 
ditionally pure. If she completes the day without experiencing any 
bleeding, anything she touched remains pure, as does her husband 
if she engaged in intercourse with him. Nevertheless, her behavior 


herself on the night of the day she is observing as a clean day is 
considered like one who has not immersed at all, and she transmits 
ritual impurity to items designated for lying or sitting (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:12). 


is improper, since had she experienced further bleeding they would 
be ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:13). 
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They disagree only in the case of a woman who sees blood on 
the eleventh day of her days of ziva, and immersed that evening, 
and engaged in intercourse with her husband. As Beit Shammai 
say: They transmit impurity to items designated for lying or 
sitting and are liable to bring a sin offering, and Beit Hillel 
deem them exempt from bringing a sin offering. 


The baraita continues: Beit Shammai said to Beit Hillel: What 
the difference between the eleventh day itself and another 
day in the midst of the eleven days of ziva? If you equate the 
eleventh day to the other days with regard to ritual impurity, 
will you not equate it with regard to liability to bring an 
offering? 


Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: No, if you say that she is 
liable to bring an offering if she experiences bleeding in the 
midst of the eleven days, that is because the following day 
combines with it as a day of ziva. Will you say the same with 
regard to the eleventh day, when the following day does not 
combine with it as a day of ziva? 


Beit Shammai said to Beit Hillel: Apply your method equally. 
If you equate the two cases, bleeding on the eleventh day and 
bleeding on one of the other days of ziva, with regard to ritual 
impurity, equate them also with regard to liability to bring an 
offering. And if you do not equate them with regard to liability 
to bring an offering, do not equate them with regard to ritual 
impurity either. 


Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: Even if we have brought a 
woman who experiences bleeding on the eleventh day and the 
man who engages in intercourse with her to ritual impurity, due 
to a decree to be stringent, so that people should not confuse 
one who experiences bleeding on the eleventh day with one 
who experiences bleeding during the other days with regard to 
ritual impurity, we will not bring them to the liability of bring- 
ing an offering, to be lenient. It would be a leniency to permit 
them to bring an unnecessary and therefore a non-sacred animal 
into the Temple courtyard. 


And furthermore, from your own statement you are refuted, 
as you say that if she immersed on the following day and 
engaged in intercourse, and afterward she saw blood, she 
transmits impurity to items designated for lying or sitting, but 
she is exempt from bringing the offering. You too should apply 
your method equally. If you equate a zava who immersed on 
the twelfth day with one who immersed on the night after the 
eleventh day with regard to ritual impurity, equate these cases 
also with regard to liability to bring an offering. 


And if you do not equate them with regard to liability to bring 
an offering, do not equate them with regard to ritual impurity 
either. Beit Hillel continued: Rather, you agree with us that the 
two are equated to be stringent, but not to be lenient. We say 
that here too, the two should be equated to be stringent but 
not to be lenient. 


§ Rav Huna says, in further clarification of Beit Shammai’s 
opinion: If a woman experiences bleeding during the eleven 
days of ziva and must observe one clean day, but did not wait 
until the conclusion of that second day before immersing, with 
regard to her items designated for lying or sitting, on the sec- 
ond day, Beit Shammai render them impure by rabbinic law. 
This is the halakha even though she has immersed in a ritual 
bath and even though she did not see any blood after her 
immersion. What is the reason? Since if she would see blood 
she would render these surfaces ritually impure by Torah law, 
now too she renders them ritually impure by rabbinic law. 
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HALAKHA 


And she engaged in intercourse with the man of her 
house and then saw blood - 720%) Ana ny AWA) 
TDxI: A woman who immerses herself on the twelfth 
day after sunrise is forbidden to her husband until the 
evening, and she has the status of a lesser zava. If they 
transgressed and engaged in intercourse, they are both 
exempt from punishment. Even if she sees a drop of 
blood on the twelfth day after they have engaged in 
intercourse, it is blood of menstruation and does not 
combine with the blood she saw on the previous day 


(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:18 and Mag- 


gid Mishne there; Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 5:8, and Ra‘avad and Kesef Mishne there). 


If a man sees one sighting of ziva — 77 AKINT 
at by minx: A man who sees one sighting of ziva has 
the same halakhic status as one who sees a seminal 
emission, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:6). 


Perek X 
Daf72 Amud b 


NOTES 

Beit Shammai say it is contingent, etc. - XBW ma 
^D) phin DNX: Rashi explains that this is referring to a 
ritually pure individual who moves the first drop of ziva 
seen by a zav, and afterward that person touched ritu- 
ally pure items. The status of those items is contingent 
on whether or not the zav sees a second discharge. If he 
does, he becomes a full-fledged zav retroactively, and 
both the person who moved the first drop and the items 
he touched become ritually impure. 
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Rav Yosef said: What is Rav Huna teaching us? We already learn 
in the mishna: If the woman immersed on the day following the 
eleventh day and she engaged in intercourse with the man of her 
house on that twelfth day and then saw blood," Beit Shammai say: 
They transmit impurity to items designated for lying or sitting by 
rabbinic law. And they are exempt from bringing the sin offering. 
Her impurity applies by rabbinic law, lest this case be confused with 
one where she experiences bleeding during the eleven days when 
she would be impure by Torah law. By inference, if she experienced 
bleeding on one of her eleven days and immersed on the following 
day, she would likewise render items designated for lying or sitting 
ritually impure by rabbinic law. 


Rav Kahana said: Rav Huna is teaching that Beit Shammai render 
her ritually impure even if she does not experience bleeding. Based 
on the mishna alone, one might have thought that the case where 
she saw blood is different, and it is only in this situation that Beit 
Shammai render her impure by rabbinic law. 


Rav Yosef said, in refutation of Rav Kahana’s claim: And if she saw 
blood on the twelfth day, what of it? A discharge of blood on the 
twelfth day is a sighting of a menstruating woman, which does 
not render her a zava by Torah law. Therefore, it is comparable to a 
case where she experienced bleeding on one day during her eleven 
days of ziva and immersed on the following day, and she does not 
experience bleeding on that following day at all. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: This is what is difficult for Rav Kahana: 
Granted, in a case where she saw blood on the twelfth day, it stands 
to reason that we decree impurity with regard to a sighting of a 
menstruating woman due to a sighting of a zava. But in a case 
where she did not see any blood at all, for what reason should the 
Sages decree impurity upon her? 


Abaye continues: And furthermore, we learned in a mishna (Zavim 
1:1): Ifa man sees one sighting of ziva (see 35b)," Beit Shammai 
say: His status on the following day is like that of a woman who 
observes a clean day for a day she experiences a discharge. In other 
words, he must immerse and observe that day in purity, and if he 
touches tithes their status is suspended, since if he sees another 
discharge on that day, they are retroactively impure. And Beit Hillel 
say: His status is like that of a man who experiences a seminal 
emission, who is purified by his immersion, and therefore any tithes 
this man touches on the second day remain pure even if he later 
experiences a second discharge. 


And it is taught in a baraita: If one moves the discharge seen by a 

zav on the first day, Beit Shammai say: Due to the uncertainty, his 

status of ritual purity is contingent’ upon whether he sees another 
emission. If the zav sees a discharge a second time he will retroac- 
tively have been a full-fledged zav and his discharge renders one 

who moves it impure. But if he does not see another discharge he 

will remain like one who experienced a seminal emission, which 

means that his discharge does not render one who moves it impure. 
And Beit Hillel deem him pure. The discharge has the status of 
a seminal emission and does not transmit impurity to one who 

moves it. 
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The baraita continues: With regard to items designated for lying 
or sitting and their status between the first sighting and the 
second sighting," Beit Shammai say: Due to the uncertainty their 
status of ritual purity is contingent upon whether he sees another 
emission, and Beit Hillel deem them pure. 


Abaye explains Rav Kahana’s difficulty with Rav Huna’s opinion: 
It is taught in the first clause of the baraita that ifa man sees one 
sighting of ziva, Beit Shammai say: His status is like that of a 
woman who observes a clean day for a day" she experiences a 
discharge. Apparently, according to the opinion of Beit Shammai 
the ritual purity status of a woman who observes a clean day for 
a day she experiences a discharge is contingent upon whether she 
experiences an emission of blood. This is difficult for Rav Huna, 
who explains that Beit Shammai hold that a woman who observes 
a clean day for each day of discharge is definitely impure, by 
rabbinic law. 


The Gemara answers that Rav Huna would explain: Do not say that 
his status is like that of awoman who observes a clean day fora 
day. Rather, say that he is like one who engages in intercourse 
with a woman who observes a clean day for a day after she has 
immersed. Rav Huna agrees that items designated for lying or 
sitting that this man sits or lies on is ritually impure only if she 
experiences bleeding before the end of the day. 


The Gemara asks: What is different with regard to him, a man 
who engages in intercourse with a woman who is observing a clean 
day for a day, that he does not transmit impurity to items desig- 
nated for lying or sitting, and what is different with regard to her, 
that woman herself, that she does transmit impurity to items 
designated for lying or sitting? 


The Gemara explains: With regard to him, as he does not fre- 
quently see blood, the Sages did not issue a decree rendering 
him impure to such an extent, if the woman has not seen blood on 
the second day. Whereas with regard to her, as she does frequently 
see blood, the Sages did issue a decree rendering her definitely 
impure to this degree. 


The Gemara further inquires: And since a decree was applied to 
her, as she commonly sees blood, what is different with regard to 
items designated for lying or sitting, that she transmits impurity 
to them, and what is different with regard to the one who engages 
in intercourse with her, that she does not render him impure? 


The Gemara answers: With regard to items designated for lying or 
sitting, she renders them ritually impure because she frequently 
sits or lies on them, whereas with regard to one who engages in 
intercourse with her, which is not nearly as frequent, she does 
not render him ritually impure. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty with regard to Rav Huna’s 
opinion. We learned in the mishna: If she saw blood on the elev- 
enth day and observed part of a corresponding clean day and 
immersed on the day following the day that she saw blood and 
engaged in intercourse with her husband, that is wayward con- 
duct, as the possibility exists that she will experience bleeding after 
intercourse that will be appended to the bleeding of the previous 
day, rendering her a zava and disqualifying the immersion. 


The mishna adds: And the status of ritually impure items with 
which they came into contact and the status of their intercourse 
is contingent upon whether she experiences bleeding on the day 
of her immersion. The Gemara explains the difficulty. What, is it 
not correct to say that all, i.e., Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, agree 
with this clause of the mishna? If so, Beit Shammai concur that this 
woman renders items impure only due to uncertainty. This is not 
in accordance with the statement of Rav Huna. 


HALAKHA 


Lying or sitting between the first sighting and the 
second sighting - TMI TYNI pag maw Diaw 
mw mot: Any item designated for lying or sitting that 
a man sits or lies on after one discharge of ziva remains 
pure, because he does not become a zav until he has 
experienced two discharges of ziva. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hil- 
khot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:12). 


NOTES 

Like a woman who observes a clean day for a day - 
zava are e dissimilar to those of a male zav. Her impurity is 

not dependent on the number of discharges, but on the 

days in which she experiences them. Even if she experi- 
ences bleeding many times on a single day, all of them 

are considered as one. Furthermore, a woman is a zava 

only if she experiences a blood flow not at the time of her 
menstrual period, as it is stated: “Not in the time of her 
menstruation” (Leviticus 15:25). The period of ziva is the 

eleven days after her seven-day menstrual period. If she 

experiences bleeding on only one day during this time 

she has the status of a lesser zava. By Torah law, she is 

obligated to wait one day without any discharge of blood, 
i.e., she observes a day for a day, in order to become ritu- 
ally pure. If she experiences bleeding on two consecutive 

days she must observe the third day, and immerses, and 

is pure that evening. If she experiences bleeding on three 

consecutive days she becomes a greater zava. She must 
therefore count seven clean days and may immerse only 
on the seventh day. Finally, she must bring an offering on 

the eighth day, after which it is permitted for her to eat 
consecrated foods. 
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NOTES 
Rabbi Yehuda said to Beit Hillel - ra} am a1 07 W% 
bon: Some commentaries have a version ‘that reads: Beit 
Shammai said to Beit Hillel (Gra). 


| would not listen to you — 1 yaniv Yy: Some explain 
that the phrase: | would not listen to you, means that | do 
not accept that this halakha is derived from verses, but 
rather it is a halakha transmitted to Moses at Sinai. Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya and Rabbi Akiva agree with regard to 
the actual halakha, and disagree only as to its source 
(Rashi). 


HALAKHA 

The tenth is like the ninth — swna ywy: If a woman 
experiences bleeding on the tenth of her days of ziva she 
immerses on the eleventh day and observes that as a 
clean day. If she experiences bleeding after her immersion 
any food that she touched becomes impure retroactively, 
as does her husband if they engaged in intercourse. This 
is the halakha even though she cannot become a greater 
zava in this time. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 5:8). 


Eleven days...between one period of menstruation 
and the next period of menstruation - DY Wy Ink 
aah m3 paw: Any blood that a woman discharges not 
during her days of menstruation is blood of ziva. There is 
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that there are 
eleven days between the days of menstruation (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:3). 
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The Gemara answers: No, this clause of the mishna is only in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. As it is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yehuda said to Beit Hillel:" Do you call this type of 
behavior wayward conduct? But he intended only to engage in 
intercourse with a menstruating woman. The Gemara questions 
the meaning of Rabbi Yehuda’s statement. Can it enter your mind 
that he intended to engage in intercourse with a menstruating 
woman? The mishna and baraita are not referring to a man who 
engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman. 


Rather, say that Rabbi Yehuda meant that this man intended only 
to engage in intercourse with a zava. The Gemara rejects this 
formulation as well: Can it enter your mind that Rabbi Yehuda said 
he intended to engage in intercourse with a zava? The mishna and 
baraita are not referring to a man who engages in intercourse with 
a zava either. Rather, say that Rabbi Yehuda meant that this man 
intended to engage in intercourse with a woman who observes a 
clean day for a day she experiences a discharge. This baraita indi- 
cates that the latter clause of the mishna is only according to the 
opinion of Beit Hillel, as Rabbi Yehuda directed his comments 
specifically to them. 


§ The Gemara cites another discussion concerning a woman who 
experiences bleeding toward the end of her eleven days of ziva. It 
was stated with regard to a woman who experiences bleeding on 
the tenth day of her eleven days of ziva, that Rav Yohanan says: The 
tenth day is considered like the ninth," i.e., just as the ninth day 
requires the observance of a day clean from discharges on the 
following day, so too does the tenth day require observance of a 
day in case she experiences bleeding on the eleventh day. 


Reish Lakish says: The tenth day is considered like the eleventh 
day, as in such a case it is impossible for her to experience bleeding 
for the three consecutive days within the eleven days of ziva. Just 
as the eleventh day does not require the observance of a day 
clean from discharges, so too the tenth day does not require the 
observance of a day clean from discharges, since even if she experi- 
ences bleeding on both the eleventh and the twelfth days, the last 
of the three consecutive days was already the start of her days of 
menstruation, and therefore she does not become a greater zava. 


There are those who teach the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and 

Reish Lakish with regard to this case: Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya’ 

said to Rabbi Akiva: Even if you were to amplify and derive hala- 
khot from the repeated terms “in oil,” “in oil,” stated with regard to 

the thanks offering (see Leviticus 7:12) for the entire day, I would 

not listen to you" and accept your claim. Rather, the halakha that 
one-half of a log is the requisite amount of oil for the thanks offer- 
ing, and the halakha that one-quarter ofa logis the amount of wine 

for a nazirite, and the halakha that a woman who experiences an 

emission of blood during the eleven days that are between one 

period of menstruation and the next period of menstruation" is a 

zava, each of these is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 
None of the halakhot are derived from verses. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha mentioned here with regard 
to the eleven days between one period of menstruation and the 
next? Rabbi Yohanan says: It is referring to the halakha that dis- 
tinguishes the first ten days from the eleventh day. Reish Lakish 
says: It is referring to two halakhot that distinguish the first ten days 
from the eleventh. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya — myy ja why 1a: One of the most 
significant tanna’‘im in the generation ‘following the destruction 
of the Temple, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya descended from a family 
blessed with great wisdom, distinguished lineage, and wealth. 
His father, Azarya, was also a Torah scholar and an extremely 
wealthy man. Azarya supported his brother Shimon, one of the 
Sages, who is therefore referred to as Shimon, brother of Azarya. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was from a family of priests descended 
from Ezra the Scribe, and there are traditions that draw paral- 
lels between them. The Gemara describes how his knowledge, 
wealth, and family lineage led to his being chosen by the Sages 
to replace Rabban Gamliel as Nasi when the latter was removed 
from his position of leadership after repeatedly and publicly 
humiliating Rabbi Yehoshua (see Berakhot 27b). 
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The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Yohanan says that this is referring 
to the halakha which distinguishes the first ten days from the elev- 
enth. It is the eleventh that does not require the observance of a 
day clean from discharges, but for the other ten days she must 
perform observance. And Reish Lakish says: It is referring to two 
halakhot that distinguish the first ten days from the eleventh. The 
eleventh day does not require observance, and it does not serve 
as a day of observance for the tenth day, i.e., the tenth day also does 
not require observance. The tenth day does not require observing 
since day eleven is excluded from being a day of observation for the 
previous day. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya’s claim that the eleven days of ziva is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai. Are these halakhot transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai? Not so; rather, these are derived from verses. As it is taught 
in a baraita: One might have thought that one who sees blood for 
three consecutive days™ at the beginning of the days of menstrua- 
tion will be a zava and is required to count seven clean days and to 
bring an offering afterward (see Leviticus 15:28-30). 


And if so, how do I realize the meaning of the verse: “And if a 
woman has a flow, and her flow on her flesh be blood, she shall 
be in her impurity seven days; and whoever touches her shall be 
impure until the evening” (Leviticus 15:19)? This is referring to one 
who sees blood on only one day. But perhaps one who sees blood 
for three days at the beginning of her days of menstruation should 
become a zava? The verse states: 


“And ifa woman has a discharge of her ziva blood for many days not 


in the time of her menstruation, or if she has a discharge beyond 
the time of her menstruation, all the days of the issue of her ziva she 
shall be as in the days of her menstruation: She is impure” (Leviticus 
15:25). This verse teaches that a woman becomes a zava only if she 
experiences bleeding close to her days of menstruation, i.e., on the 
day following her days of menstruation, but not during her days of 
menstruation. 


The baraita continues: And I have derived only that she is a zava in 
a case where she experiences bleeding close to her time of men- 
struation. From where do I derive that if she experiences bleeding 
one day separated from her days of menstruation she is also a 
zava? The verse states: “Or if she has a discharge beyond the time 
of her menstruation” (Leviticus 15:25). 


The baraita further states: I have derived only that she is a zava in a 
case where she experiences bleeding one day away from her time 
of menstruation. From where is it derived to include a case when 
she experiences bleeding two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, 
nine, or ten days separated from her days of menstruation that she 
is also a zava? From where is this derived? 


You say as follows: Just as we find with regard to a woman who 
experiences bleeding on the fourth day of her days of ziva, that it 
is fit for counting, i.e., if she experiences bleeding for the first time 
on that day she must count one clean day for the one day that she 
experienced bleeding, and it is fit for ziva, i.e., if it is the last of three 
consecutive days of sightings that she becomes a greater zava, so 
too I will bring and include the tenth day, as it is fit for counting 
if she experiences bleeding for the first time on that day, and fit for 
ziva if she experiences bleeding for the third consecutive day on the 
tenth day. 


NOTES 

One who sees for three consecutive days — AKIN 
mp4... aww: The early commentaries write 
that a woman becomes a greater zava and has to 
count seven clean days only if she experiences bleed- 
ing on three consecutive days during her days of ziva. 
This is also the ruling of the Rambam (Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:7). 


HALAKHA 


One who sees for three consecutive days — AKIN 
Dp... aww: If a woman experiences bleed- 
ing on the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth days of her 
days of ziva, she does not become a greater zava 
but goes from being a lesser zava to having the 
status of a menstruating woman, since the twelfth 
day is the first of her days of menstruation. This is in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:16). 


AT” pis: NIDDA PEREK X:73A §13 


514 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NIDDA : PEREK X: 734A: By 91” 715 


qah mahya nwy any nist pin 
ays mang vagy Tia ran my oa” 
ae YON PY DW 


rosin: wy Img math mx mi 
ee ea ea 
DW ong YIN II 9D IX” MyDD) 

PONE Dix” TDD one1 PRY - WY 


pan coy ae ogy mow xx 9 pe 
Tanpa any ov ny” ath nbn 
vn bar iat 


ayia ny meeaay Tayn - mggu” 
AINN TRAV KI -KI TD 
Syia KY TA KAVA I PX) 


TRIO TYNU KT TIKIT PT NOT 
Abyia nx IAV - OID NPN 
PUN - DVIS Nines KAVY KIT 
sath maya Ayia KITE TA wapaw 
PX) Avia Me TRAUN KT = "xT" 

Syia Kny T Nabe an 


Tonan aawa Mey KT pan 
vain aaway mb 


The baraita continues: And from where is it derived to include a 
case where she experiences bleeding on the eleventh day after her 
days of menstruation? The verse states: “Not in the time of her 
menstruation” (Leviticus 15:25). One might have thought that I 
include even the twelfth day after her period of menstruation. You 
must say: No, as that is no longer within her days of ziva. 


The baraita further states: And what did you see to include the 
eleventh day and to exclude the twelfth day? I include the elev- 
enth day as it is fit for counting the seven clean days that follow 
sightings on three consecutive days which ended on the fourth day, 
as derived from the verse: “Or if she has a discharge beyond the 
time of her menstruation” (Leviticus 15:25), as explained; and I 
exclude the twelfth day as it is not fit for counting the seven clean 
days after the fourth day, a requirement derived from the same verse: 
“Or if she has a discharge beyond the time of her menstruation” 


The baraita continues: And I have derived only that a woman is 
impure as a zava if she experiences bleeding for three consecutive 
days. From where do I derive that she is impure if she experiences 
bleeding for two consecutive days? The continuation of the verse 
states: “All the days of the issue of her ziva she shall be as in the days 
of her menstruation: She is impure” (Leviticus 15:25). The plural 

“days” indicates two days. From where is it derived that she is impure 
if she experiences bleeding on only one day? The verse states: “All 
the days of the issue of her ziva she shall be as in the days of her 
menstruation: She is impure.” 


The baraita further explains that the word “impure” in that verse 
teaches that a zava renders one who engages in intercourse with 
her impure, just like a menstruating woman" does. The term: “She 
is impure,” indicates that she, a zava, renders a man who engages 
in intercourse with her impure, but a zav does not render a 
woman whom he engages in intercourse with ritually impure." 


One might have thought that one who engages in intercourse with 
a zav has the same status as one who engages in intercourse with a 
zava. Could this not be derived through an a fortiori inference? 
And if a zava, who does not become impure through three sight- 
ings like she becomes impure if she experiences bleeding for three 
consecutive days, and yet she renders a man who engages in inter- 
course with her impure, then with regard to a zav, who becomes 
impure through three sightings even on a single day like he 
becomes impure by seeing a discharge for three consecutive days, 
isn’t it logical that he should render a women whom he engages 
in intercourse with ritually impure? Therefore, the verse states: 
“She shall be impure.” This teaches that a zava renders a man who 
engages in intercourse with her impure, but a zav does not render 
a woman whom he engages in intercourse with ritually impure. 


And from where is it derived that a zava transmits impurity to 
items designated for lying or sitting? The verse states: “Every bed 
which she lies on all the days of her discharge shall be for her like 
the bed of her menstruation; and everything that she sits on shall 
be impure, as the impurity of her menstruation” (Leviticus 15:26). 


She renders one who engages in intercourse with her impure 
like a menstruating woman - 77133 nbyia DX Arab: One 


HALAKHA 


is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 371). 


who engages in intercourse with a menstruating woman has the 


status of the woman herself with regard to ritual impurity, and 
becomes a primary category of ritual impurity. Therefore he ren- 
ders vessels impure through contact; renders any person impure 
through carrying, touching, or moving; and renders items impure 
through lying or riding on them like a menstruating woman. This 


But a zav does not render a woman whom he engages in 
intercourse with ritually impure — byia NITO TA KAVN II PNI: 
A woman who engages in intercourse with a zav has the ritual 
impurity status of one who touched a zav (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:3). 
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And I have derived only that she transmits impurity to items desig- 
nated for lying or sitting if she experiences bleeding for three con- 
secutive days and is a greater zava. From where do I derive that she 
transmits impurity to items designated for lying or sitting if she 
experiences bleeding for two consecutive days and is only a lesser 
zava? The verse states “days.” And from where do I derive that she 
transmits impurity to items designated for lying or sitting even if she 
experiences bleeding on only one day?" The verse states: “All the 
days of her discharge.” 


The baraita continues: And from where is it derived that she counts 
one clean day for experiencing bleeding on one day? The verse 
states: “All the days of her discharge shall be for her” One might 
have thought that she must count seven clean days for experiencing 
bleeding on two consecutive days. And this is a logical inference: 
Just as a zav, who does not count one clean day ifhe sees a discharge 
on one day, nevertheless must count seven clean days if he sees a 
discharge on two days, then with regard to a zava, who counts one 
clean day if she experiences bleeding on one day, isn’t it logical that 
she should count seven clean days if she experiences bleeding on 
two consecutive days? The verse states: “All the days of her dis- 
charge shall be for her,” which teaches that she counts only her one 
day" even if she experiences bleeding for two consecutive days. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty from this baraita: Evidently, the 
halakhot of the eleven days of ziva are derived from verses and are 
nota halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The Gemara answers: 
According to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva these halakhot are derived 
from verses. According to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
they are a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


With regard to the verse discussing the days of ziva, Rav Shemaya 

said to Rabbi Abba: But one can say that if she experiences bleeding 

during the daytime she shall be a zava, but if she experiences 

bleeding at night she shall be a menstruating woman, as the verse 

specifies “days.” Rabbi Abba said to him: With regard to your 

claim, the verse states: “Beyond the time of her menstruation” 
(Leviticus 15:25), which teaches that she becomes a zava if she expe- 
riences bleeding close to her days of menstruation. When is the 

time close to her days of menstruation? At night. And with regard 

to an emission during this time the verse calls her a zava. 


The Gemara concludes the tractate with a general statement with 
regard to Torah study. The school of Elijah taught:° Anyone who 
studies halakhot every day is guaranteed that he is destined for 
the World-to-Come, as it is stated: “His ways [halikhot] are eter- 
nal” (Habakkuk 3:6)." Do not read the verse as halikhot; rather, 
read it as halakhot." The verse indicates that the study of halakhot 
brings one to eternal life in the future world. 


The school of Elijah taught - mr 937 KIM: IN many places in 
he Talmud and the midrash, Elijah the prophet appears to people, 
especially to Sages, and resolves their dilemmas. As it is stated in 
he Prophets (11 Kings 2:11), Elijah did not die, and he continues 
o serve as an emissary of God. The verse describes how a letter 
arrived for King Jehoram from Elijah the prophet many years after 


Elijah’s time on earth (ıı Chronicles 21:12). 


The midrash named Tanna deVei Eliyahu or Seder Eliyahu com- 
prises two parts: Seder Eliyahu Rabba, which has thirty-one chap- 
ers, and Seder Eliyahu Zuta, which has fifteen chapters, though 
here are some editions which have a different numbering system. 


BACKGROUND 


The entire work is written in Hebrew and contains biblical com- 
mentary, events of Jewish history, and first-person stories of Elijah 
the prophet. Some of these stories begin with the phrase: Father 
Elijah said. 

The Talmud often quotes Janna deVei Eliyahu, and the final 
paragraph of the Gemara is from Seder Eliyahu Zuta, chapter 2. 
Some hold that Tanna deVei Eliyahu and the school of Eliyahu are 
not references to Elijah the prophet; rather, they are named for 
one of the tanna‘im who lived during the Second Temple period 
(Beer Sheva). 


HALAKHA 

From where do | derive one day - pan Tny Di: 
Ifa woman experiences bleeding for only one or two 
days during her days of ziva she is a lesser zava. She 
must observe one clean day corresponding to one of 
the days that she experienced bleeding, and during 
that time she has the same status as a greater zava 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:7-8). 


She counts only her one day — Fmi’ xx Mid AYN: 
A lesser zava must count only one clean day. This is in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 6:8—10). 


NOTES 

His ways are eternal — b aby mwa: In the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud (Megilla 1:5), this verse is cited to derive 
the principle that the halakhot will not be nullified in 
the future time to come. It says in this verse that the 
halakhot are eternal. The later authorities add that the 
word “His” [/o] has the numerical value of 36, which 
alludes to the 36 tractates of the Babylonian Talmud. 
This is an additional reason why this statement is cited 
here, at the completion of the Babylonian Talmud 
(Hatam Sofer). 


Rather as halakhot - msdn KYN: The word halakhot 
completes the tractate and the entire Babylonian Tal- 
mud. Rashi writes that this term includes the study of 
Mishna, baraitot, and halakhot transmitted to Moses 
at Sinai. 
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The Sages distinguish between the hymenal blood of a girl who is a minor, less 
than twelve years old, and that of a young woman, who is over twelve. They also 
distinguish with regard to the blood of a young woman, between the ages of twelve 
and twelve and a half, who has previously menstruated, and one who has not yet 
menstruated. There are disputes relating to the ritual purity and impurity of each of 
these women. 


Concerning a minor, some Sages hold that any blood that emerges during the first 
four nights of her marriage is attributed to the torn hymen, and she remains ritually 
pure. Others hold that the blood is considered to be pure as long as the wound has 
not healed. There is an opinion that blood that emerges only when she is standing 
but not when she is sitting, or only when she sits on a coarse item but not when she 
sits on a soft one, is considered to be from the hymen. 


With regard to a young girl who has never previously menstruated, some rule that 
only blood that emerges during the first night is considered pure, whereas any blood 
that emerges after that time is menstrual blood and is impure. Others maintain that 
any blood that emerges during the first four nights is ritually pure. 


According to some Sages, it is permitted for a young girl who has previously menstru- 
ated to engage in intercourse only once, after which she is impure until she completes 
her purification process. Others hold that any blood she discharges for the entire first 
night is considered pure blood. 


The halakhot stated in the mishna with regard to pure blood seen by a virgin are in 
accordance with the basic halakha. In practice, anyone who marries a virgin may 
engage in intercourse with her only once, after which she becomes impure and for- 
bidden to him until she has waited a certain amount of time and immersed in a ritual 
bath. According to some early commentaries this is the conclusion of the Gemara 
as stated by Rav and Shmuel, and Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. According to 
other early commentaries it is a custom that became universally accepted during the 
time of the ge‘onim. 


A greater zava must count seven clean days and examine herself on each of those 
days. There is a dispute with regard to her status if she examined herself only on the 
first and seventh days. Some contend that as she examined herself at the beginning 
and the end of the period, she may consider herself to have remained clean during 
the intermediate days. Others maintain that the two days that she examined herself 
are counted, but she must count another five clean days. Yet others hold that only 
the examination on the last day counts, and therefore she must count another six 
clean days. There is an additional dispute concerning the halakha if awoman checked 
herself only on the first or seventh day. 


Summary of 
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$17 


518 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


With regard to the status of blood that emerges from a woman after her death, there 
are different opinions. Everybody agrees that the blood is treated as blood which 
flowed from a corpse and as such imparts the impurity of a dead person only if there 
is a quarter-log. With regard to the question of whether the blood imparts impurity 
in any amount, there are different opinions. Some rule that the blood is impure, as 
although it emerged only after her death, it originated in the uterus, and any blood 
that originates in the uterus is impure even if it is not menstrual blood. Others claim 
that blood from the uterus which is not menstrual blood is pure, and therefore the 
blood only has the impurity of any other blood that flowed from a woman after her 
death. 


This chapter also discussed the status of a woman after childbirth, during her days of 
pure blood, with regard to consecrated items and teruma. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 

aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 

aharam Mintz 

aharam of Rothenburg 
aharam Padua 

aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 


aharatz Hayyut 


Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 
Rabbi Moshe Halawa 
Rabbi Meir of Lublin 
Rabbi Moshe Mintz 
Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 
Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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125.. Ink- #4 

It is sufficient [dayyo] —yinap nih pan qa wad i 
for the conclusion that emerges from an a fortiori 
263...inference to be like its source 


54...Blood spoils and becomes milk — abn TUYNI DT 
356...Ceterach — mT 

237...Diskarta — KAPOT 

468. ..Planks — paT 


Ti 


l issued a prohibitive — nd MOAT VDI 
4n...ruling in the city of Rome 

469...Longest day - 19ta Taxa Di 

Offerings whose blood is supposed — nwa pna 
279.. .to be placed above the red line of the altar 

51...She miscarried air — m npon 

319. ..Nullification of vows — PYN 7797 

106...Bloodletting — D7 mp 

45...One who removes loaves of bread — M7171 


1 
47...Rose =m 


43, 224, 489...Zav — at 
43, 221, 489...Zava — mat 
169...Crimson thread [zehorit] — mim 
146, 221...Gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva] — na” 
The tail of — nppygat AKVI an 
304...the lizard which twitches 
125... Tar -79 


12.. Barrel - an 

97, 229...Haver — aan 
37...Haverim — KNIN 
143...Hadyab — atin 

99. ..Marten [hulda] - aban 
354...Amomum — DWD 
321...Halla — abn 
393...Robe [haluk] — pbn 
354...Asafoetida — mnbn 
206. ..Flask that is tied — nyay nan 
173... Trumpet — nyis 


148... Tivin - pyap 
185... Tumtum or hermaphrodite — DIVNI ow 
173...Handbreadth — nay 


y 


218...Levirate marriage and halitza — nymo 

382. .. Mosquitoes — pina’ 

387. . . Yevama — my 

93, 148 ...Yavne — my 

275. . Birth by caesarean section [yotze dofen] — ait xx» 
172. . Delivered by caesarean section - }9iT JIT Nyi? 
400...Wine used for a libation - p31» 

117. . .Green [yarok] — piv 


47...Henna — iD 
217, 395 ...Samaritans [Kutim] - D'a 
29...Corresponding to the size of a mustard seed -b3 
When | said — Dnw ADAP APND 

464...this halakha before Shmuel 


X 


348...Marsh [agma] — aapi 
484...His letter — mAN 
475...Authorized — ADT 
444.. .lce plant — xbax 
64... They partake of teruma - manna nibaix 
125...Bloodletter — KIDIN 
92...Usha — KWN 
174, 351...Hyssop [ezov] — aiy 
54...Her limbs become dislocated — ppan TK 
218...Sexually underdeveloped woman [ailonit] — miy 
428. ..Bench of a bathhouse - yya by RIDIN 
201...Alexandria — pinned 
101, 265.. .lf a woman was in hiding — Sanaa 771 OX 
485...Interpreter — XTX 
252...Myrtle [asa] — XDK 
308. ..Asveirus son of Antoninus — Divstats [2 DIVIDX 
129...Diphtheria [askara] - 7130% 
203...Spain [Aspamya] — NBD 
The part of a palm tree — Kop XOPON 

158...that branches out 
342...An extra finger — TYP yayx 
91, 435...Provisional guilt offering — nbn owy 
267...You yourself told us this halakha — thm AON AX 


a) 


Pit that — D'on mam ya epawn saw sia 
439...Ishmael son of Nethaniah filled with corpses 
33...Bei Hozai — tina 
The synagogue — 20) wt KAW +2 
81...that was destroyed and rebuilt 
355...Eradication — mya 
399...Area for sowing four sea of seed — pxo nyay ma 
397...Beit haperas — DIBA Ma 
439...Beit Horon — prin ma 
179, 219...Beit She'arim - www ma 
166, 397 ...Firstborn animal — 432 
304. ..In Sura. ..in Pumbedita — x13193... x D3 
145. ..A man who sees semen — "pwa 
451...Onions — mya 
118...Beit Kerem Valley — D127 ma nypa 
128...Genosar Valley — pia nypa 
128... Yodfat Valley — not? nypa 
128...Sikhnei Valley — 23 nypa 
99...Hyena [bardelas] — dona 
50...Virgin sycamore - mpv nana 


a 


348...A young bird that fell into a winepress -nb bow bria 

Verbal analogy... = PTI% WA 725902... NW TPA 
151...free on both sides 

Whose pupil - ones Sw diay tony babs 
153...iS round like that of a human 

494...Galahi — ma 

468...Reeds — 28 

38...Sealing barrels — nvan 794 

119...Split bean [geris] — D3 

414...Split bean -bis bw Du 

468...His winepresses or olive presses — Y3 931 PHA 


5 


170...Fish of the sea — o by x1 
417...Dukeret — NYT 
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Index of 
Background 


107...Basket [silta] — xayo 

162... Simoni — 21D 

19, 475. ..Mnemonic -12o 

314. ..Sign indicating puberty - p9 
247...Sikhra — X29 
4i2...Sela—yoo 
155...Sandal fish -rmp 

105...Book of ben Sira - xYp 2 399 

467. .. Saksana — TNP 

218... Sexually underdeveloped man [saris] - DID 
130...Comb for killing lice — nop xhupa T emp 


y 

463...Until the wound heals — naan minw ty 
468... Troughs — poy 
346...Endives — poy 
125...Raven [orev] - ayy 
Renders an item designated — swim aawa nwiy 

382...for lying or sitting impure 
442...The crowns of bridegrooms — mann nity 
219...Ein Bul -5a py 
299...Sea mouse and land mouse — Awa» 3239) D 323X 
110. ..Upper story — my 
468...Baskets of an olive press - 137 m3 boy 
189...Valuations — pow 


5 


Unripe fig [paga], -ry bria Tma 
322...ripening fig [bohal], ripe fig [tzeme/] 
442...War of Vespasian — DiYD3DN bw pinks 

219, 482...Pumbedita - m1203 
482...Pappunya — 8159 
g...Examination [pekida] — npp 
230...Perushin — pons 

225...Rav Ahai refutes — NX 3175 
416...Bedbug — wawa 

109...Flax -inva 


x 
230...Sadducees — ppity 
324... Tyre — W¥ 
362... Tzaidan - pP% 
504...Crucified — aby 
237...Leprosy — ny 

P 


346.. .Safflower [kotza] - n¥ip 

351... Thyme [koranit] — nip 

354...Costus — vvip 

47...Balsam - 49? 

498...Offering of a leper — prixia 1297 

438...Shovels — niar 

153... Little owl [karya] and great owl [kifofa] — K397 NYT? 
125...Horn — xO? 


107...Ra‘atan — DNI 

342...Our great rabbi -bin w 
502...Quarter-log of blood - 01 79739 
443. .. Tasteless saliva -537 pn 
434...Hand mill -vh owm 
395...Rekem -07 


w 


353.. .Dill - naw 


194. ..When Ravin came — pa SX 2 

106...Canopy [kilta] — sopa 

If it separated from its fixed location — ws KINA W97 bs 
113...it is presumed to have separated from the majority 


441...Diverse kinds — Dyha 
107...Natron vessels — 93 b> 


96...Isn't it the opposite [kelapei layya] - x sop 
346... Truffles — w23 

451...Chewed pepper — Dba TDD 

168...Like a lentil - MwIya 

39...Wicker basket [kefisha] — up 

438...Kefar Sava — x29 %93 

362...Village of Akko — tay 393 

174...Kefar Temarta — KAYAN 393 


117...Crocus flower — Dia 
133...Carmelite — oon 


5 


133...Log -3b 

326...Lod — ab 
110...Vestibule [/u/] -5b 
468...Palm branches — pads 
356...Wild arum — mpi ay 
304...Lizard [leta‘a] — axed 
47...Rockrose — Dioh 


n 


One hundred times — 7132 7NA 
72...one hundred dinars [maneh] 


15, 392 ...Alleyway — 121 

108...King Munbaz — ban ran 

391, 482...Mehoza — xima 

10...Bed - mo 

Imparts the impurity that is imparted baa papa 
397...by a corpse by means of a tent 

340...Water of purification — nxBn »3 

358...Refusal — px» 

290...Circumcision on Shabbat - nawa mong 

438.. .Mortar — neni 

133...One hundred dinars [maneh] — naa 

434...Kindling the oven — Wand ny nipan 

479...Mats — an 

A ritual bath — pp yay Tuag mpa 
11...which was measured and found lacking 

441...Saddlecloth for a donkey — sion nyt 

4u1...Warp [mashtita] - KPW 


i 


150...Leprosy of houses — D'AI 1932 

311... Vows — DN 

140...Neharde’a — KYI) 

269...Seafarers — wa MI 

301...Inheritance — mona 

482. ..Neresh - WY 

443...Natron — 2 

Alexandrian natron — MWIVI any x) reese an 
444...and not natron from Anpantrin 


D 


320...Seder Olam — oriy yD 
14... Sota — mip 
346...Woad [setim] - DYD 
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228...Tavakh — JNA 

173, 416...Lupine — pinyin 
400...Shabbat boundary — naw omna 
354...Crowfoot [teia] — Ahn 
156...Goat [tayish] - wn 
117...Fenugreek — nbn 

515... The school of Elijah taught — among JT NIA 
175...Oven and stove — TYI WA 
469...Season — mA 

12, 219, 300 ...Jeruma — mann 

396... Tarmod — TiN 

46...Rooster -bian 

347. ..Wild chicken — wya bain 

348... Marsh hen - MYT NAi 


A 


160...Whose spine is crooked — mapy invw 

451...Garlic ow 

438...Shihin — prow 

4n...Bracelet - pw 

113...Afterbirth -Nhw 

TWI wx by Daw ow 
Two days of Rosh HaShana — nawn iny niy Sow 
483...that occurs after Shabbat 


237...Scapegoat — nawan vey 
499...Gate of Nicanor —iap2 ww 


Tube inside of which -binan maina mpiow 
472...she places a cosmetic brush 


434... The edge of a bathtub — wans by anaw 
124, 415 ...Sycamore — mpo 

133... Sharon region -niig 

390...Carcass of a creeping animal - yW 


169...Warp — sw 


X 


384...Whose hide was removed [geluda] - abs 
181...Nullification [gangilon] — thos 
107...Scissors [genosteri] — DDdIa 


340...Shard [gastera] — KWP 


4 


484...Kettle [dud] - 111 
458...Dry vine [durkati] — »pyt 
106. ..Flies [didevei] — 297 


164...Attendant [dayyala] - sona 


He who — A asp nea A7 "SPT 
456...asked [deka‘arei] it why did he ask it 


35...Connection [derara] — KNT 


gi 


12...A bit [hagas] - Dam 
24...Went beyond [hifriz] — "97 


il 


107. . .Weak [vittakin] — ppa 


9. ..Fixed menstrual cycle [veset] - np) 


t 
106. . Bells [zagei] — *3t 
362...Pair [zug] — at 
252...Provisions [zevadata] — KIMI 


388...Poison [zihara] — XIP 


482...Gatekeepers [abulaei] - bia 
119...Avtolemos — pindivax 

33...Avimi — IK 

89...Indeed [aval] -52% 

126...Bath attendants [olyarin] — prin 
88...Immediately [otyom] — Dinix 
256...Ahadevoi — NIN 

290...My friend [izi] — 19% 

428...Bench [itzteva] - KIV% 
442...Drum [irus] — DIVX 

56...Mother [imma] — xa% 
185...Hermaphrodite [androginos] — DIII 
39...Wooden board [anhuta] — Kpm% 
184...Marble slate [qpoderim] — D1 Ti8% 
202...Steward [apotropos] — DiBTDIK 
494...Widow [armelata] — xnbois 
443...Potash [eshlag] — buy 


= 
365... Twilight [bein hashemashot] - nivawn pa 
397...Beit haperas — DIBA ma 
405...Vagina [beit haturpa] — nayan ma 
360...Forelock [belorit] — mha 
360...Constable [ballasha] — xwa 
103. . .Pious person [ba'al nefesh] — woybya 
468...Hemp [bitzbutz] - y1a¥a 
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425...Basin [sefe/] -bp 
428...Bench [safsal] —bpop 


y 


g...Examination cloths [edim] - ay 


25...Period [ona] - miy 


2 


405...Kerchief [poleyos] — pihia 
442...War [pulmus] — pinks 
148...Lukewarm [poshrin] — pwis 
86...Riding trousers [pamalanya] — xaaa 
203...Notebook [pinkas] - D33 
108...Linen [pakolin] - pips 

110.. .Corridor [perozdor] -inina 
106...Gnats [peruhei] — "mna 


3i 
163.. .Torah scholar [tzurva merabbanan] — paya xas 
146... .Bits of [tzahtzohei] — nism 
33... Tightly bound cover [tzamid patil] -n3 Ty 
450...Shuddering [tzemarmorot] - niin yas 
231.. Saliva [tzinora] — xTia¥ 
444...Soap [tzafon] — jia% 


P 
292...Fold [kummat] — vaip 
184...Leather spread [katavla] — xbavp 
124, 415...Eye salve [kilor] — Wp 
125...Wax [kir] — “p 
206...Countenance [kelaster] — aaob 
278...Curtains [kelaʻim] — yp 
443...Cimolian earth [kKamonya] — Kain 


` 


Bloodletting incision - xntypis4 K127 
479...[rivda dekhusilta] 


w 


81, 169. ..Shinnana — Kvv 
468. . Bast [shifa] - xww 
60...Secretion [sirfa] - Ma yw 
113...Afterbirth [shilya] - wow 
42...Shammuti — naw 


36...Exigent circumstances [sheat hadehak] — ppan nyw 


n 


180. ..Ladle [tarvad] - MA 
342. ..Half-se'a [tarkav] - apa 


n 
165...Loins [hartza] — x¥71n 
301...Full-fledged groom [hatan shalem] — ow yan 


v 


408. . Butchers [tabbahim] - mnav 
320...Untithed produce [tivla] — xbav 
185...Tumtum — Dwa 
126...Arab [tayya'a] - Ky» 
484. . Buckets [tashtekei] — powe 
, 
308... Yusteni — DY 
207...Cauldron [yora] - 7# 


36...Worthy [kedai] - "13 

ni9. ..Dull [keha] - n73 

388...Paint [kehol] -bin 

362.. .Filling with hair [ki/ku/] — babe 

469...|sn't it the opposite [kelapei layya] — x 3 
117. . -Crocus [karkom] — pid 33 

312... The cities overseas [kerakei hayyam] — BY 213 
349.. .Cities [kerakim] — w32 

288. ..He nodded [karkish] - w272 


5 


253...Not so [/aei] — nyh 


n 


394...Forms a crust [maglid] - von 
29...Excited [mehuma] — mama 
86...Spreads [mittartein] — pee 
108...Wool [meila] — xon 

98...Olive gatherer [massik] - pan 
399...Furrow [ma'ana] — mya 
450...Yawns [mefaheket] - npraia 
394...Penetrates [makdir] — vip 

410. ..Place of the joint [mekom havak] — pan nipa 
283...Pearls [margaliyyot] — myosin 
503... Travailing chair [mashber] - sawn 


a 


108. . Bread [nahama] — xam 
464...Snorts [noheret] — nyia 


60...Seafarers [nahotei yamma] — xa DiM) 
478...Port [namal] — baa 


D 


71...Wise one [sudani] — 32710 
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38...Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak — pny? 3174 bnw n 
Rabbi Oshaya — 972M Jat KYY KYW 927 
the youngest [zeeira] of the company 
174. . . [demin havrayya] 


41...Rabbi Eliezer — qb 27 
130, 329...Rabbi Elazar -Why 77 
512...Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya — 7 Ja awhy 7 
83...Rabbi Helbo — isbn 27 
90...Rabbi Hama bar Bisa - xpa 33 xam 937 
28...Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus — DIPYN 72 M29 937 
48...Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel — Syn Ja K a 
13.. .Rabbi Hanina of Sura — KYA KIIN 931 
283...Rabbi Yehuda Nesia — mw THA D7 
163...Rabbi Yehoshua — yin ray 
497...Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hinnana — x337 ja yim 27 
87...Rabbi Yohanan — anv a7 
326...Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar — 39312 pi 937 
154...Rabbi Yirmeya — may 31 
275...Rabbi Mani bar Patish — wes 32 2 927 
254...Rabbi Marinus — p12 31 
414...Rabbi Akiva - xap 127 
148...Rabbi Tzadok — pity 937 
183...Rabbi Shabbtai — *xnaw 137 
60...Ravin - pay 

w 
251.. .Sheila bar Avina — x»ay% 33 xbw 
g...Shammai — Kaw 
477...A maidservant of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi — maby mw 


434. . Father - xa% 

473...Abdon - 1a% 

479...Shmuel’s father — Syne max 
25...Abaye — 3% 

33...Avimi -VIX 

124...Ami of Vardina — TRYIN IN 


y 


392...Yehuda ben Nekosa — xpip3 ja 77977 
Yehuda and Hizkiyya — Km 93 TPIT TTT 
179...the sons of Rabbi Hiyya 


2) 


487...Levi taught similarly in a baraita — xn»anaa Gr) NIAID 


n 


467...Minyamin Saksana — 7KIDpD Paa 
220. ..Mar Zutra - KWN V 
201...Cleopatra — Kpah 


225.. .Rav Ahai — ®NX 31 
256...Rav Ahadevoi bar Ami — ax 32 >\2T0N 31 
81...Rav Yehuda — 77? 31 
Rav Yosef — bya sgan 277 AA ADH 1N 

177. ..son of Rav Menashya of D'vil 
133....Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi — "2°14 32 Pay? 31 
484. ..Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak — pry? 7a pam 31 
71, 228...Rav Pappa - x395 17 
160...Rav Shimi bar Hiyya — SN Taw 37 
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